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I NTRODUCT ION

This publication 'includes the Technical Report and also the Final Report of

the Title VII Bilingual Preschool Project Evaluation. The latter was pub-

lished in the 1981-82 Evaluation Findings-, publication number 81.30.

The.Teelinical Report contains the purpose of, procedures for, and findings
from each instrument employed in the collection of data relevant to tile

major:decision and evaluation questions of the.1981-82 Title VII Bilingual

Pteschool Project.

The Technical Report is not,intended to be a document for widespread circu-

lation, rather a technical reference for those interested in replicating or

studying the research and evaluation associated with the project.
a3

The Title VII Preschool Project sites were:

Allan Elementaryi Allison'Elementary, Becker Elementary, Brooke Elementary,

--Govalle Elementary and Sghdhez Elementety--

e-
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FINAL REPORT

Project Titlel Title VII Bilingual Preschool Project '

.0

Contact Persons: Martin Arocena, Jonathan J. Curtià

.Major Positive Findings:

1. Results from the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (Revised) (PPVT) showed

that the English vocabulaty of Tiae.VII participants significantly

improved.

2. Title VII prekindergarten students whose scores on the PPVT pretest were

in the middle.range made better gains than those in Title I Migrant's

prekindergarten.

3. The scores of a Title VII Preschool class were compared with those

attaided by a control group of LEP children of similar background,

from the same community who did not attend prekindergarten. The

participants of the Title'VII preschool attained a higher and

'significantly different average standard score.on the PFVT.

4. Parents who answered the SpaniSh version of the parent's question-

naire said that the moat important thing their child learned in

school was English.

5. All six Title VII Preschool Bilingual teactiers felt the inservices

were beneficial to them. The most frequent reason this was true

was that new/better ideas were obtained.

Major Findings Requiring Action

1. Title VII Preschodl students who were low scorers on the PPVT pretest

did not gain as much as comparable Title I Migrant and Title

Prekindergarten students.

2. leachers whoreported using two sets of instructional materials,

Bilingual Early Childhood Program (BECP) and the AISD Prekindergarten-

Curriculum-as their main sources, obtained greater gains than' those who

only used-rhe-BECP.

Evaluation Summary:

The 516-IIOving-is-a7description of the nr,,ture of the Program:and. a summary

of the Major eValuatiOn findings for the-I-981-1---schoolyear,the_second

year of operation for ,#le Title VII Bilingual Preschool- The results are

.v.
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f-k presented by program component, They are presented in greater detail
in the 1981-82 Title VII Bilingual Preschool Project Technical Report,
Publication No. 81.72. The Project's components were:

instruction and curriculum.,

parental involvement, and ,

teacher inservice training.

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROGRAM

4

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF 7HE TITLE VII BILINGUAL PRESCHOOL PROJECT?-

Th Title VII Bilingual Preschool Project was imilemented in six AISD schools
(Allan, Allison, Becker, Brooke, Gavalle and Sanchez) during the 1981-82

school year. Its purpose is to develop a demonstration program that serves
the needs of children who are identified as limited English proficient
(LEP) and who come from low income families.

There was one class per school and each one contained eighteen children,
three of whom were non-LEP. It was anticipated -;hat the three non-LEP
children would serve as English-speaking models for their LEP peers. In-

struction wasprovided in English and/or Spanish as needed, by
bilingual teachers.

WHAT WERE rhE pROGRAM'S OBJECTIVES? '

The objectives of the Program were:

la. Project students will attain a higher level of skill in langu.ige (as
measured by the PPVT or another similar instrument) and concep,
development (as measured by the BOEHM) than a comparable group of

non-project students.

lb. The students will be provided sttuctured instruction for at least 50% of
the school day. (The remainder of the day may be spent in non-structured
learning; rest periad, restroom visits, etc.)

lc. Language instruction in both English and Spanis# will be provided daily
for project participants.

2a. Teachers will attain new levels of competence in the areas where
training is provided as evidenced by pre- and post measures associated
with each formal training session.
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28. During each school year, project teachers will be provided at least
four days of formal inservice training. .

A

2c. During each summer of the project,- teachers will be proVided at
least 3 days of intensive fotmal inservice training addressing needs
defined by the teachers themselves.

Ia. Performance objectives cannot be applied directly to,parentS without
creating.,undue anxiety and resistance. The idea is to get parents
participating and 'interested and to reinforce them for participation%

3b. Outside the school setting, parents will conduct.each school week
.at least two.one-quarter hour lessons for their child participating
in the:project. (TSesellessons are to be prepared in advance by
the project staff.), Responsibility for conducting these lessons
will begin within one month of Joining the project's involvement
component.

3c. By the second month of,the second year at least 50% of the project
students will have parents parficipating in the parental involvement '

component of the projekt.

HOW WERE PARTICIPANTS SELgCTED?

After their,recruitment, applicants were.tested with the Primary Acquisition
of Language Test (PAL) in Engliah and Spanish. Those who indicated Spanish
as.their response on "at least one item on the home language survey and
scored 79 or less.on the English PAL weref considered LEP and therefore
qualified applicants. Participants of the'Title VII Program were randomly
selected from that pool of qualified applicants. The non-LEP children
Selected were those wtth the highest scores on the English PAL test.

,
1$ THERE A DIFFERENCE BETWEEN TITLE VII PRESCHOOL AND OTHER DISTRICT
PREKIOERGARTEN PROGRAMS.?

,

Yes. There are two other prekindergarten programs in AISD: Title I and
Title I Migrant. The major differences among. them are:

the criteria for admission,

Title VII Preschool is a bilingual program while the others
. are not,

Title VII has a parental component, and

VartattansY in the sets of instructional materials used.

Title I serves children from lower socioeconomic strata but riot necessarily
LEP or Spanish monolinguals. Title I Migrant serves only children A-lose

vii
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;

parents are migrants. The qualifications for Title VII are stated abave.
Title VII implementa several adtivities to involve parents in the education
of their children. A more detailed description is-provided-in-a kater

. %

section.,
r

Title I and Migrant uged thd AISD Prekindergarten Curriduium and. its

associated instructional materials. Title instead, implemerited the

,activities and itts provided by the Bilingual Early Childhood P-Ogra-m
(BECP) instructional materials as the core of their instructional prograth.

INSTRU.C.TION 'AND CURRICULUM

DID THE TITLE VII PRESCHOOL,MEET ITS ACHIEVEMENT OBJECTIVES?

Yes. Results from the PPVT-R indicate thae English language skills impr9ved.
A comparison of pre- and posttest results indicate that the Program attairthd-
an'average standard score gain of 8.27: Furthermore, the comperisdh of

ne of the Title VII Preschool.classes (Sdachez) with a control group sh4wed,
that.the English vocabulary of the Prograbi's participants'was greater than

that of the control group. The difference may be attributed to the progra"
effect.

Figure 1 Presents graphically a comparison of.pre- an& posttest standard

score.averages.

1.0 a
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, z4 50
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PRETEST MSTTSST
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Figure 1. COMPARISON.OF PREr TO POSTTEST SCORES EN ENGLISH.,

There were alsagains in Spanish. .The Program attained an average gain of
3.34. *A.t7test of the pre- to posttest gain was signficant at the X=.05 level.

viii
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Howtver,
Project.
not show

Spaniski:achievement cannot be
A comparison between a Title
significant differences.

WHO PROVIDED IRE INSTRUCTION'?

attributed'unequivocally to the
VII class and a-control group did

Instruction was provided principally by, bilingually certified teachers in
collaboration with.a teacher aide and occasionallY,others such as muslc
teachers,tY.E.teachers, librarians, and substitute teachers. I:luring this

year one of the Title VII classea was different fram the others in that
. two prekindergarten teachers taught as t team. At Allison Elethentary, child-

ren were taught by the Title VII teacher and also by the Title I Migrant
teacher. so

WAS:MERE DUAL LAN6UAGE INSTRUCTION?

Yea. The predominant language of instruction.was English. However,
Spanish was also used tO provlde inetruction prim'arily to those children
who were essentially Spanish monolinguals. All teachers divided their
classes into groups. These groups wereformed mostly according to lanr:-
guage ability The groups followed a-rotational pattern where one group
of.children would be instructed bY the teacher, another by the aide, and
the third group would b,e working 'independently in one of tht learning
centers. ' The teacher and aide taught each group,in the dominant language
,of each particular group. Figure 2 shows average time af structurtd
instruction according ta language of.instruction for each of the groups
_observed ctOng classroom obseryations.

Group

No
children
observed

Total
Average'

AVERAGE STRUCTURED

English Spanish

Spanish 40.5'min. 26.25 min. 15.62 rni Li min.
Dominant 83.75m (48.3Z) (31.3%) (18.670 (1.67)

Low Eng. and 60.87 min. 11.42 min. 2.57 min. 1.71.mia.

Low Spanish 8 76.57m (79.4%) , (14.9%) (3.3%) (2.2%)

English 55.4 min. 18.5 min. 1.00 min. 1.30 min.

Dominant 5 76.20m (80.0Z) (1j.3Z) (1.4%) (1.1%)

*Observer hears two languages during a minute.

FIGURE 2. DUAL LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION OBSERVED DURING STRUCTURED INSTITCTION.

EN WHAT ACTIVITIES DID THE CHILDREN SPEND THEIR SCHOOL DAY?

The school day for'the, Title VII Preschool Praject's.participants lasted
390 minutes per day during a five day week. Classroam observations showed
that the average time spent in instruction was 48,47% (190/390) of.the
school day. The remaining tiMe, 51.42% (200/290) of the day was
dedicated to non-instructional activities.
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For afilysis purposeS, instruction wasIsubdiyided into structured'and.un7
structured instr....ction. The first: ong refers to instructional activities!
which are prescribed by the core instructional materials. Unstructured
instruction includes activities used by the teacher to reiniorce the

' core instructional materials' units and/or other activities. From class-

room observations, it was learned that on thg average 19.6%.(77/390) was
used for structured instruction while 28.8% (113/390) was used for un-
.structured instruction.

0

Non-instructional activities included breakfast, lunch, a nap, a short
snack, restroom visits and also time for free play on 4the school's
playground. .Figure 3 shows'the distributibn of time during the school
day, and also a breakdown of time used for the variouj non-instructional
'activities.

Unstructured Structured
'Instruction Instruction
113 min. 77 min.

(28.8%) ,(19.6%)

FIGURi,

Non-Instruction
200 min.

(51.4%)

School Day = 390 Min.

'- D=7 min. '

Non Instruction= 200 min.

A= breakfast
B= restroom visit
C= lunch

DISTRIBUTION OF TIME ACCORDING TO ACTIVITIES.

D= snack
E= nap

.F= transitions
G= free time

The instructional activities were oriented toward improvement and develop-

ment of they following areas:

vocabulary and concepts,

English syntax,

visual,auditory and motor skills.
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WHAT INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS WERE UTILIZED?

During the 1981-82 school year, Title VII teachers implemented the instruc-
tional activities and materials prescribed by the Bilingual Early Childhood
Program. While the BECP was the main source of instrdctional materials,
teachers alsoc,Usen other sources to complement their instruction such as
the Peabody Kit, Barufaldi, and AISD Prekindergarten materials, as well as
teacher developed materials. Since one of the goals of the Project is to
find instructional materials that will serve efficiently-and effectively
the LEP students of the District, same flexibility in the choice of in-
strucional.materials was allowed. \

From the teacher interview,it was foUnd that two teachers reported using-
both BECP and AISD Prekindergarten materials in Combination. One teacher
taught all.units from both sourtes. The second teacher, did,not teach
the AISD materials herself, however, het tamn teacher utilized AISD
materials The PPVT7R average gains for the schools that used BECP And
AISD, were higher than the other schools. This finding would suggestithat
future research should consider the effects of these materials wherfused

in coMbination.

PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT

TO.WHAT EXTENT AND HOW WERE PARENTS OVOLVED IN THE PROGRAM?

Parental involvement is considered a major goal of the Title VII Bilingual
Preschool. The Program operates under the principle that parents' complement-
ing and reinforcing what is learned at school is a desirable activity. To

fulfill this goal thwfollowing two activities were implemented:

.Parenting Seminars,

At-Home ActiVities.

WHAT ARE THE PARENTING SEMINARS?

Parenting seminars are meetings where.parents of the participating' children
meet with the instructional coordinator, the community representative, and
occassional.guest speakers. During these sessions, idea's on how to provide
informal instruction at home with inexpensive materials are taught and

'discussed. During 1981-82, 4 seminars were provided.

WHAT IS THE AT-HOME PROGRAM?

The At-Home Program consisted of activities to facilitate the child's
learning through parent-child interaction. Every week parents received
a set of instructions and materials to implement an activity reinforcing,

Va.

xi
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the unit being ccaaght in class that week. Through a bilingual question-
naire sent_to parents,it was.found that 95.3% (82 of the 86 questionnaires
received) rePorted that the instructions were easy to follow, two said
that they were difficult, and two parents declared they had never re-

ceived the-material. Furthermore, to document at-home activities one
activity was selected to evidence.the parents' at-home participation.
Parents were instructed to sprout a seed and have their children bring
it to school. The seeds, potting soil and container were provided ,by

-the Project. Records were kept of the children who completed the pro-

ject. This showed that 89.7% (96/107) brought the project back to Class.

WHAT IS THE PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIL?

The Parent/Community Advisory Council (PAC) is an organization of parents
sponsored by AISD that meets regularly throughout the school year to
review the progress of Bilingual Education in the AISD. Its major goal
is to keep informed of the Bilingual Education PrOgrmn and to make
recommendations and suggestions that lead to an improved program.
Meetings are held once a month in the evenings. The PAC is not a com-
ponent of the Title VII Parental Involvement Program, however, all
parents are encouraged to participate, since topics are discussed that
are of special interest to them. During the 1981-82 school year, some
of the Title VII parents were officers of this association. The records '

of attendance reviewed indicate that there were seven PAC meetings during
the 1981T-82 school year and Title VII parents constituted, on the
average, 65% of the members present. .

ARE PARENTS INVOLVED DI OTHER WAYS?

An indication of kurther parental involvement in education by Title
VII parents was prdvided by three principals of Title VII schools.
They reported that 6 parents of the Title VII Bilingual Preschool
children were serving on school cmamittees and one parent was elected
to serve as president of the school's Parent Teacher Association. .

TEACHER. TRAINING:

HOW MANY AND WHAT WERE THE TOPICS OF THE TITLE VII INSERVICE TRAINING
SESSIONS?

There were nine formal inservice training sessions prcvided for the
Project's teachers. The topics covered were:

August 15, 1981 New Teacher Workshop

August 19, 1981 fr Three topics were discussed by guest
speakers; science, language arts, and.

"nath.
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August 26, 1981 Math

October 7, 1981

November 11, 1981

February 10, 1982

February 17, 1982

March 3, 1982

April 14, 1982

Language of Instruction, Reporting
to Parents

Effective Use of Bilingual Early
Childhood Program

Assessing Pupil Progress

Using the Instructional Aide

Use of the Camera

Movement Activities for the Four
Year Old

In addition to this formal inservice training there were other inservices
where the teachers met with the instructional coordinator on an individual
basis.

WAS THE TRAINING BENEFICIAL TO THE TEACHERS?,

Ail teachers felt the inservices were benefical to them. The most
frequently reported reason was that new/better ideas were obtained.

A FEDERAL AUDIT

'Only 18 school days after the Project's start, the Title VII Bilingual
Preschool Project was audited by the Office of Inspector General (OIG).
Its conclusions and recommendations were:

"The demonstration prOject's duolication of,Austin's
existing federally funded preschool programs and

dthe District's failure to implement the project as
proposed violates both:the intent of the grant award
and the intent of.the Title VII, as well as appli-
cableFederal regulations. Because the project
is not providing a complete dual language instruc7
'tion program as proposed, its usefulness as a na-'
tional demonstration project for other programs-of.
bilingual education is questionable. Consequently,

we recommend. that the district terminate the demon-
stration project and refund to the Federal Government
all grant funds received for the 1980-81 project_.
year (the grant award,was $281,538) and the 1981-82
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project year (Austin s grant proposal requested
$288,507)." (Office of Inspector General, REVIEW
OF FEDERAL BILINGUAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS AT AUSTIN
INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT, March 8, 1982, p. 4)

AIBD_has. denied these allegations and is pursuing all procedures available
.to clear the,District of the OIG's allegations.

WHAT HAVE BEEN Eat. REPERCUSSIONS OF THE OIG AUDIT?

While the case is still to be resolved, AISD's Title VII Preschool
Project is already experiencing damaging consequences from the audit.
First, due to the prevailing uncertainty about its continuation,
five of the six teachers are not returning to the Project. Four of
these teachers have had two years of experience with this Project.
They were trained on the use of the BECP and the special problems af
the target population. Losing these teachers will affect the Project,
since untrained teachers will have to be hired. Furthermore, hiring
cannot take place with enough tt.me to plan and.prepare, since hiring
has been frozen by AISD for Title,VII until the isSues are resolved.
Title VII will.abviously not have the opportunity to hire the best
teachers.

The Title VII Project is a project that serves the educational needs of
preschool LEP students whose needs are not met by any other District

programs. There are already a large number of applicants for the 1982-83
school year, should the Project continue. There are aver 250 applications
on file And more applicants.are expected through the summer.

xiv
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Errata Sheet: 19.81-82 Evaluation Findings

"Title VII Preschool Program"

August 1982

Page XVII-2

Under "WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THE TITLE.VII BILINGUAL PRESCHOOL PROJECTr
eliminate the following from the second sentence," and who come from low
income families."

Page XVII-8
.

Under "WHAT IS THE PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIL?",, eliminate the third sentence;'
"The PAC... interest to. them." Substitute for that sentence, "Among other
things, the PAC meets the Title VII obligation for a 'parental edvisory com-
mittee."

Approved:

tt

Senior Eva ator

Approved: --/
irector, esearch and Eva ation

C.)

,e
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AUSTIN ENDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

September 15, 1982

TO : Whom It May Concern

FROM : Martin Arocena, title VII Evaluator

SUBJECT: Clarification of Objective 1.a (Initial Application)
Achievement of Objectives (Final Evaluation Summary Report,

1981-82, Document 81.30)

It was brought to our.attention that objective 1.a of the Austin Independent
SchOol District's Title VII proposal m.der lead to confusion with respect to
which tests were administered to which tudents, when the objectiVe is used
outside the context of the whole proposal. Therefore, this memo may serve
as a clarification.

Figure 1 on page 30 of the AISD's initial Title VII proposal illustrates the
types of measures,that were to'be obtained at each grade level for evaluaticin

purposes. It shows that At the prekinderga ten level only the Peabody
71,

Picture Vocabulary Test .(PPVT) was to be use to measUre language,and concept

development. The evaluation design provided for follow-up of thoSe students

served by Title:VII in prekindergarten: For this purpose it was proposed to
test project students with the Boehm or a similar test. Since AISD has
adopted the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (MBS) as its required achievament test,
previous Title VII students:were and will be tested with the ITBS instead of
the Boehm. The objectiVe, therefAe, addresses current project students as
well as previous projeCt students.

Following:the original research design, during the 1981-82 school year,
current Title VII students enrolled in prekindergarten were tested with the .

PPVT and previous project students_in kindergarten were tested with the
PPVT and ITBS for a follow-up.study.

During the 1982-63 school year, current project students (Pre,-K).Wdll be
tested with the PPVT and previous project students (K and first grade) will
be tested with the PPVT and ITBS for follow-up purposes.

Approved:

Approved:

Freda Holley
Director, Office of Research and Evaluation

Jo e.than J.-Curt
Senior EvalUtor

xvi
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I.

I.

INSTRUMENT DE8CR/PTION; PEABODY PICTURE VOCABULARY TEST-REVISED VERSIONS. ,..
Brief description of che instrument:

The PeabOdy Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised Is a standardized vocabulary.test which
providei an estimate of the subject's verbal ability. It is an,individually
administered, untimed test. The cue words given to thesubjects *depend on their age
and responses: youhger children begin-with easier words. If a child misses any of
the first eight pictUres, easier cue words are Presented in.order to establish a basal
level of eight correct responses.

To wham was the instrument administered?

To students in the Title I, Title VII, and Title I Migrant prekindergarten programs.
Also to Title VII students currentry enrolled,in kindergarten, a control group -

randomly selected from qualified/aPplicants to.the 1981-82 Project, and aacomparison
group-

How manv times was the,instrument ad-14-14Atered?

Students in AISD's prekindergarten were tested-twice. Students were randomly assigned
either Form L or ForeM for the pretest, and,then given the alternate form for the
posttest. v.

When waj che'instrument administered?

The pretest was admihistered between October 19, 4981 and November 3, 1981.
The posttest was administered betWeen April 19, 1982and May 10, 1982.

Where Was the instrument Ad/91-14etered?

Each child was tested individually by a tester in designated areas.

Who administered the instrument?

The instrument was administered by bilingual,individuals specifically hired forthis task
and by the Title VII evaluator.

What =ad.:ling 44d the aaninistratorm have?
The evaluator and,one of the testers in charge had.previous experience in PPVT testing.^

7as the inactument administered under standardized conditions?

Yes, except for variations in room location or arrangement.

7ere there'lroblems with the instrument or the administration :hat mizht affect
dte validity or me data?

None were identified.

Who deVelooed the instrument?

Lloyd M. Dunn and LeotaDenn.

What rellabilim and validitv data are available on :he instrument?
The FPVT-R manual provided extensive information on test development,
norms, reliability, validity, etc. Reliability ranges from .61 to .88
(split-half) and from .71 to .89 (alternate form).

Are :here norm data available-for interpreting :he results?

Yes, standard norms are piovided.

A-2 20
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Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test - Revised

Purpose

The selection and administration of the Peabody Picture Vocabuiiry Test -
Revised(PPVT-R) was used to address the following decision and evaluation
questions:

Decision QuestiorLD-1: Should the Bilingual Preschool Program
be adopted by the District as it is? 'If not, whatcOmponents of
the program should the District undertake?'

11:c.isi.estrID-2: What components,of the Program should
be modified to accomplish the objectives of the Program more fully?

Evaluation Question D1-4, D2-1: Has the program impacted English
language skills?

Evaluation
compare in
within the

Evaluation
skills?

Question D2-4: How do children in Title VII Pre-K
terms of academic achievement with other Pre-K programs
District?

Question D2-3: Is thete a long-term impact on language

Procedures

,

The PPVT-R was administered twice during the 1981-82 school year to
. childrew'snrolled in the prekindergarten programs of the AISD; Title VII,
Migrant-and Titls I. Children from three other.groups were tested;
first year Title VII students who are attending kindergarten, a control
group and a comparison group. These three groups were tested only once.
Figure A-1 identifies the groups tested during the 1981-82 school year.
The pretest was administered from Ottober 19th to November 3, 1981. The

posttest was given froms4ri1 19, 1982 to May 10, 1982.

A control group was randomly selected from among the 1981782 applicants
to the Title VII Preschool Project. These children were tested on May 6
and 7, 1982 at Sanchez Elementary. Parents of children in the control

oup receive a letter explaining the nature of the PPVT-R and the sche-

d for testing. Originally, ten children were selected as the control

group embers. However, it was learned that two children were registered
in otheN rekindergartens. A third child moved out of the community.
These ,threèNchildren were released from the control groUp,

I.
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Group

Title VII Preschool

Title I and Migrant

Title VII First Year Students.
(current kindergarteners)

Title VII Control Group

. Emmanuel Child, Inc
(comparison group)

Pretested
October 81

Posttested
April 82

Yes Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

FIGURE A-1. GROUPS TESTED DURING 1981-82 SCHOOL YEAR.

The following comparisons were conducted:

Title VII with Title I and Migrant

Title VII students with Title VfI first year students

Title VII with control-group and with Emmanuel
Child, Inc. (comparison group

In order to observe effects produced by a different curricUlum, students
from the Emmanuel Child, Inc. were also tested with.the PPVT-R on May 10,
1982 at their center, Emmanuel Baptist Church, 200 Brushy, Austin, Texas.

Since the PPVT-R is an individually administered test, two bilingual test-
ers were given training in administration and scoring of the PPVT-R.
Practice testing was conducted before testng took place. The PPVT-R
was administered during pre- and posttesting by the most experienced

eester.

The PPVT-R has two forms - L and M. Both forms were used in testing.
Half the.children in each class were randomly assigned Form M for the
pretesting.. The opposite form was given to the child for a posttest,
Therefore, each child that was pre- and posttested bas a Form L and Form
M score. Furthermore, all Title VII students were also administered the
Spanish version of the PPVT during the same day of the pre- and posttests.
The order of the tests was reversed during posttesting. Those students

who were tested first with the Englisb PPVT were tested first in Spanish
during posttesting. The questions addressed and the results of the Spanish
PPVT are addressed in Appendix B.

A-4
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Attachment A-1 contain&the file layout for the data file used for.the
analyses of.this section.. It is accessible under the name code PPVTTOT
on tape A020-at the University or Texas at Austin.

Analyses

To analyze'the data obtained from PPVT-R testing, 'several statistical
procedures were.conducted. A t-tast, was.used to compare pre- and

posttests averages for the Project students and also to compare
Ltbe results from one Title VII school with.the co'ntrol and comparison groups.
To address the comparison among AISD's programs, a series or regression
model comparisons were used. Models used in comvaring the,three groups
are shown in Attachment A-2._ Regression information from the models in
Attachment A-3 can 'be used to test several hypotheses-. Are the lines
linear rather than curvilinear? If the lines are'cnrvilinear, is the de--
gree of curvature the same at all levels of the pretest (different slopes)?_

Are differences between the groups the same'at all levels of the pretest
(different slopes)? A:7e tht-Ire any-differences between groups (different

intercepts)? Mote information about the models and hyPotheses is con-,

tained in Figure A-7. The unit of anilysis was standard, scores.iIt
is a score that adjusts raw scores to age.

HAS THE PROJECT IMPACTED ENGLISH LANGUAGE SKILLS?

Yes. The English skills of the Title VII participants improved from
pretest to posttest. A t-test was conducted to compare means attained
by Title VII Preschool students in the PPVT-R. The results of this test

indicate that the average standard score achieved'at posttest is greater
than'the pretest average. Furthermore, the difference is statistically
significant at the 0D5 probability level. Resulte.af this test are pre-

sented in Figure A-2.

N MEAN DIFF. SD SE T. VALUE DF SIGNIFICANCE

PRETEST 69.57 28.44 2.84

100 8.22 5.73 99 p <0.05

POSTTEST 77.79 26.44 2.64

FIGURE A-2. COMPARISON OF PRE- AND POSTTEST STANDARD SCORE MEANS FOR THE
TITLE VII BILINGUAL PRESCHOOL PROJECT:

A-5

1



81.72

PPVT-R scores attainedhy one of the Title VII 5.lasses were,compared to

those attained by a control group in order to test whether or not the

difference betweenjpre- and posttest means could be attributed to Pro-

jectts'effects. Results f*rom a t-test indicate that there is a signifi-
cant difference WhiCh favors the Title VII Pre-k group. 'Therefore, the

improvement in.language achievement ma'y be attributed to the Project's'

effects. Figure A-3 presents the results of,this test.

GROUPS N 'MEANS DIFF. SD SE T. VALUE DF SIGNIFICANCE

Sanchez 17 76.47 24.90 6.04

Elementary
32.05 3.13 22 P .05

COntrol 7 44.42 15.91 6.01

Group

FIGURE A-3. COMPARISON OF MEANS BETWEEN TITLE VII SHANCEZ'ELEMENTARY AND A

CONTROL GROUP.

Another comparison procedure Was conducted. The chief reason for this com-

parisOn was to explore the effects df instructional materials currently not

used by the AISD. It is one of the goals of AISD's Title VII Preschool Pro-

ject to search for better ways to serve its target population. Posttest'

results attained by the Project's students at Sanchez.Elemettary were com-

pared to PPVT scores attained by a group of students.from Emmanuel Child,

Inc. which is a prekindergarten project located in the same community as

Sanchez Elementary. While Title VII uses the Bilingual Early Childhood Pro-

gram (BECP) as its cc:ire set of instructional mate'rials, Emmanuel draws its

units and materials from the Portage Project. Results'show that Title VII

students attained a greater standard score average that the comparison group;

however, the difference is not significantly different. Figure A-4 presents

the results of this test:

GROUPS N MEANS DIFF. SD SE T. VALUE DF SIGNIFICANCE

Sanchez 17 76.47 24.90 6.04

Elementary
7.60 1.07 23 Not Significant

Emmanuel 8 68.87 10.45 3.69

Center

FIGURE A-4. COMPARISON DEMEANS BETWEEN TITLENIIIS S1NCHEZ ELEMENTARY AND

EMMANUEL CHILD, INC. (Comparison Group).

A-6



Attachment A-4 shows the frequency distribution of standard scores for pre-
'and posttest obtkined by Title VII Project students. Figure A-5 presents

a frequency dist:ibution,of pre-'and posttest standard scores for LEP
students according to an interpretative scale defined by PPVT. Figure.

A-6 depicts graphically this distribution. It'can be concluded.that despite
improved achie7ement in English, the participants:need further language
development.

INTERPRETATIVE CATEGORIES PRETEST

N. OF CASES CUMULATIVE
FREQUENCIES

POSTTEST

N. OF'USES CUMULATIVE
-FREQUENCIES

EXTREMELY LOW SCORES 42 42 50% 29 29 34%

S.S.* = 1-70

MODERATELY LOW SCORES 25 67 82% 22 51 60%

S.S. = 71-85

LOW AVERAGE SCORES 13 80 95% 23 74 88%

S.S. = 36-100**

HIGH AVERAGE SCORES 4 84 100% 6 80 95%

S.S. = 101-115 ,

MODERATE HIGH SCORE 0 4 84 100%

= 116-130

EXTREMELY HIGH SCORES
S.S. = 131- +

* These figures are standard scores.

** 100 standard score points equals the 50 percentile of the national
norm.

Note: The table includes only LEP students who were pre- and posttested during
the 1981-82 school year.

FIGURE A-5. FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF STANDARD SCORES ACCORDING TO A PPVT

INTERPRETATIVE CLASSIFICATION.
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NS t'uclofents

5 07

4

30

20

1 0

42*

* Number of students represented by each column.

ELS = Extremely Low Score

MLS = Moderatly Low Score

LAS = Low Average Score

KEY:

PRETEST =

POSTTEST=

High. Average score

MHS = Moderately High.Score

MRS

II FIGURE A7-6.' 'FREQUENCY DISTRIEUTION -OF LEP STUDENTS ACCORDING TO A PPVT

INTERPRETATIVE,CLASSIFICATION. '

I.
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HOW DO CHILDREN IN TITLE VI/ COM?ARE IN TERMS OF ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT
WITH OTHER PRESCHOOL PROGRAMS IN.THE DISTRICT?

All students with a valid pre- and posttest were included in the comparison
among progrmns. In.order to obtain a more valid result-all scores were
included regardless of whether or not the children reached the basal level
on the ?PVT. To address the comparion among AISD's prekindergartens a
series Of regression model comparisons were used. Information on the

models used in comparing thegroups is presented in Attachment A-2.
A comparison of Model 1. versus Model 5 proved significant, indicating that
the data were curvilinear. Figure A-7 gives the F values of each model
comparison that was made. .A comparison of Model 1 versus Model 2 .

also proved to be statistically significant, indicating that-the quadratic
-component was not the same for the three program 'Thus, Model 1

- wad'considered to be the best model for showing differences between
the groups..

Figure A-8 plots the results from Model 1. The horizontal axis reflects
the Fall 1981 pretest scores on the PPVT, while the vertical axis plots
the Spring 1982 posttest scores. The Title.I students are represented by a

solid line, while.the Migrant students are shown by.the line.containing
"X's", and the Title VII students are represented by a line containing

squares. As can be seen from Figure A-8 the Title I students showed greater
gains than other students at all levels but the highest pretest levels.
Migrant students made greater gains than Title VII students at the lowest
pretest levels while the reverse was true for those with moderate pretest
scores where Title VII students made greater gains. It should be noted

that the scores for all students were compared to standardized national
norms on which no gain in standard scores would be expected normallY.

However, Title VII Preschool Project attained an avbrage gain of 7.53,

Title I Migrant 7.71 and Title I 12.42. While the populafions servedoby
Migrant 'and Title VII are of similar language tharacteristics and ethnic
composition, Title I is not.

A-9
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTHREE CROUP CASE

GRADE 0

TEST ALL VALID
suMsER OF CASES 323

mODEL 1 VS mODEL 5CUivILINEAR vS LINEAR

sum OF SQUARES, moDEL I 44570.10976

sUm OF SQUARES, ;10DEL 5 w 45989.4666
oF 3, 314 3.333160946950587

,(1) < .05)

mcDEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COmmoN QUADRATIC PORTION

sUM OF SQUARES,. mODEL 1 44370.10976
OF 2, 314 F 4.695435787723986

slim OF SQUARES, moDEL 2 45903.07876 .(p < .05)

moor_ 2 vS moDEL 3--PARALLEL CURvILINEAR SLOPES

sUm OF SQUARES, moDEL 2 45903.07876
DF 2, 316 F . 12.82631313037984

sUm OF SQUARES, mODEL 3 . 49629.51194
(p < . 05)

MODEL 1 vS moDEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

sUM OF SQUARES, mODEL 1 = 44570.10976

sum OF SQUARES, mODEL 3 496:9.51194

mcDEL3 VS mODEL 4--EQUAL QUA0RATIo INTERCEPTS

Sum OF,SoUAREs, moDEL 3 49629.51194

sum OF SQUARES, moDEL 4 52397.38028

MODEL 5 vS moDEL 6--COmMON LINEAR SLOPES

sUm OF SQUARES, moDEL 5 45989.4066

SUM OF SQUARES, mODEL 6 49719.17978

MODEL 6 VS moDEL 7COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, moDEL 6 - 49719.17978

DF 4, 314 F a 3.910973593483021

< .05)

OF 2, 31A F 8.867527583024629

(p < .05)

OF 2, 317 F 12.85423777952667

< .05)

OF a z, 319 F = 10.0027487.5718539

SUM OF SQUARES, IODEL 7 32837.22545 < .05)

Figure A-7, FTESTS FOR ALL STUDENTS IN EACH OF THREE GROUPS. .

A--10
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- IS THERE A LONG TERM IMPACT ON LANGUAGE SKILLS?

A follow-up study of former Title VII students was conducted during this
year. The follow-up consisted j..n the administration of two tests, PPVT-R

and ITBS. The latter is administered.to all kindergarteners in the District

.as a standard procedure.;. The ITBS results are,discussed in appendix G of

this report.

The PPVT-R was administered to students who were classified as of limited
English proficiency during the first year, of operation of-the Title: VII
Bilingual Preschool Project (1980-81). PpVT-R was administered to 75
former students who were enrolled in the District's kindergartens.
They attained an average standard score of 84.09 points with a -standard
deviation of 15.23. This average SCOVe is higher than; the.average score
attained by the same group during the Spring 1981 administration of the
PPVT-R as a posttest. During that testing they scored an average standard
score of 77.79 points with a standard deviation of 15.23. -The results

of the Spring 1982 test indicate that language development continues
improving. However, their scores as a group are still below the national norm.

HOW DID THIS YEAR'S SCORES COMPARE TO 1980-81! SCORES?

Figure A-9 presents a summary of statistics attained during the first and
second year of the Project..

FIRST YEAR OF THE PROGRAM*

NuMber of students tested: 51

PRETEST : Average = 69.19**
Standard
Deviation=23.81

POSTTEST: Average = 80.76
Standard
Deviation=19.43

Average standard score gain: 11.57

SECOND YEAR OF'THE PROGRAM*

Number of students tested: 84

PRETEST : Average = 65.12** .

Standard
Deviation=26.81

POSTTEST : Average,.= 72.40

Standard .

Deviation=25.68

Average standard score gain: 7.28

* These statistics are for LEP students who have a pre- and posttest score

' only.

** The figures represent standard scores points.

I4GURE A-9. SUMMARY OF 1,980-81'and 1981-82 TITLE VII PRESCHOOL PROJECT.

A-12
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Conclusions:

The results of the PPVT-R indicate that the Title VII Bilingual Preschool
Project had a positilt effect on the English languap skills of the children
enrolled:. They also demonstrate that the children who participated in this'
project benefited more than those who stayed at home. However, deepite
the improvement demonstrated, these students need further development in English
language skills. In comparing programs within the District, the iest showed
that Title I Migrant was more effective.with the loWest scoring population
than Title VII. Although the PPVT-Lmeasures only one aspect of learning,
other components of the evaluation will be analyzed to provide possible
hypotheses to explain that finding.



81.72 F I LE LAYOUT

LABEL ID TAPE No , A-020 PPVTTOT

BLOCKS I ZE CHARACTERS

RECORD S I ZE CHARACTERS SUGI 'SCRATCH DATE :

DENS ITY BP I

PEABODY PICTURE VOCABULARY TEST SCORES SEQUENCE

DE.SCRIPTION The file contains PRVT-R scores for-1981-82 for all

BY :

DATE CREATED:

Attadhment A-1
PAGE 1 OF

REMARKS AISD prekindergarteners. It includes Title I, Title I Migrant and

Title VII Bilingual Preschool

, CO
COLUMNS

-
41

DATA FORMAT F I ELD NAME REMARKS

1 1 3 Alpha File Name (ASC)

(Blank
,

4 ma. L.am- last name-space-ft s n.m.

26 26 Alphanumerid S (1=feMale; 2=male)

27. 29

MI
u

u

School Code

Teacher Code

(See attachment "A")

(See attachment "'11")2

1

I

2 _ u
" - (Se.e-aLtaiWDr-4=

2 33 34 u Age ( in monthsA

1 35. 35 u Form
,

( L= 1; M=2)

1 36 36 M
V ' -4 V

1 37 37 u. Language Dominance (English=1: Spanish=2! Other=3

(yes=1;, No= 2 )1 38 38 u Basal

1 . II ..- -. . - = ps

2 40 41 Raw Score

3 42 44 u Standard Score .

2 45 46 u Percentile Score

1 47 47 Possibly Invalid (1= Ye)

48 48 u Race Amer. Indian= 1. Asian =

Black= 3; Hispanic=4

Anglo/other = 5)

49 49 u Lang. Classification ( 1= LEP; 2 = Non-LEP

An A9 II

..

PPVT Spanish Rata.

Scores.

A-14



Attachment A-1

81.72 X page 2 of 3).

Attachment "A"

Allan = 142
Allison = 101
.Becker = 104
Brooke = 108
-Brown = 109.

Dawson = 114
Gbvalle = 116
Maplewood = 122

Title VII control group

Attachment "B"

Hinte (Allan) Ql

Alonzo (Allan) = 02
Biel (Allison) = 03
Garza (Allison) = 04
Mitchell (Becker) = 05
Ramirez (Brooke) = 06
Guerra (Brooke) 07

Martin (Brown) = 08
Ferguson .(Brown) = .09

Bahr (Dawson) = 10
Luna (Govalle) = 11

Attachment

CA (Cynthia Angell) = 1
KH (Karen Havholm) = 2
FO (Fran Olson) = 3
CC (Catherine Christner)
MA (Martin Arocena) = 5
BB (Bertha Bravo) = 6
WW (Wanda Washington) =
AB (klice Breard) = 8

Metz = 124
Norman = 150
Ortega = 126
Ridgetop = 133
RosewOod = 135
St. Elmo = 136
Sanchez =A.27
Sims = 139

000

Carter (Maplewood) = 12
Martinez (Metz) = 13
Alaniz (Norman) = 14
Castillo (Ortega) = 15
Webb (Ortega) = 16
Peterson (Ridgetop) 17

Menchaca (Rosewood). 18

Alvarado (St. Elmo) = 19
Saucedo (Sanchez) = 20
Garcia (Sanchez) = 21
Diefendorf (Sims) = 22

4

A-15
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ATTACHMENT A- 1
(page 3 of 3)

FILE LAYOUT OF VARIABLES USED FOR FILE A020 SECONDZ .

VAR I ABLE FORMAT REC:ORD ". COLUMNS .

.

SEX IF 1.. 0 1 24- :26

SCHOOL F :3. 0 1 27- 29
TEACH F 2 . 0 1 20-- 31
TESTER 1 , F 1 . 0 1 212- :32

AGE 1 F 2 . 0 1 :3:3- 34
FORM 1 F 1 . 0 1 :35- f:Iti

FROG F 1 . 0 1 36- 36
LANG 1 . 0 1 :37- 37
BASAL 1

.F

F 1 . 0 :1, 3:3-- 38
TIME F :1 . 0 1 :9 39
R A WPF; E F 2. 0 :1 40- 41
S T A NFR E F 3 . 0 1 42-* 44
PERCPRE F 2. 0 1 457 46
I NVAL 1 F 1 . 0 1 477 47
RACE F 1 . 0 1 48- 413

LEP F 1 :. 0 1 49- 49
SPANPRE F 3. 0 1 60- A.'::'

TE:TER2 F 1 . 0 2 :742- :7:2'.

_

VAR I 'ApLE FORMAT REC:ORD .COLUMNS
/

AGE 2 . IF 2 . 0 2 '-- 34
FORM2 F 1 . 0 2 35- 39

BAAL2 F 1 . 0 2 3:=4- :38

RAWFOS F 2 . 0 .1.
.,_ 40- 41

STANFOS F 3. 0 -,
.,. 42- 44

PERCPCIS F 2. 0 2 45-- 46

I NVAL2 F 1 . 0 2 47- 47

SPANPOS F 3 . 0 .,_ 69- 6:2

A-16



Attachment A-a

MODEL SPECIFICATIOil AND ANALYSIS

-A series of Linear modals was used to maks Comparisons among the three
programs on the pattern of achievement gains. A description oteach
modal is as follows:

Modal 1: Contains separate linear, curvilinear and group membership
componente for each progiam. This allows for independent
curvilinear regression lines.

Model 2:. Contains separate lineavand group membership Components,
but a common curvilinear vector. This requires the quad*.
ratio component of the regression lines to be equal for
each group, although .the intercepts and slopes may differ .
for each group.

Madel 3: Containi separate group membership vectors bui common
linear and curvilinear vectors. This requires parallel
curvilinear regression lines, although intercepts may
differ.

Model 4: Contains only a common linear and a common curvilinear
vector,' This requires parallel curvilinear regression
lines with a common intercept..

Model 5: Contains separate linear and group membership vectors, and
no curvilinear.vectors. This allows independent linear
regression lines.

Modal 6: Contains separate group membership vector,, a common'
linear vector and no curvilinear vectors. This requires
cannon linear slopes, although the intercepts may differ.

Model 7: Cantains only a common linear vector for eaca group. This
requires common linear slopes and common intercepts.

Tha following camparisons were made to test for differential patterns
among the chree programs:

Model 1 vs Model 5: This tests whether the lines ara curv4 1inear or
%near. The results determine whether one examines the curvilinear
or linear cascades for the best solution.

Model 1 vs Model 2: This tests whether the degree of curvilinearity
is the sama-for each group; i.a., whether the quadratic camponents
of the regression lines are equal for all groups.

Model 2 vs Model 3: This comparison determines whether the slopes
of the regression lines are equal for all groups.

Model 1 V3 Model 3: This tests whether the lines ara parallel, in
effect, making the above two comparisons

Model 3 vs Model 4: This tests whether the lines ara separate or
have the same intercept, given that they are Curved and parallel.

Model 5 vs Model 6: This tests whether the groups have common linear
slopes.

Model 6 vs Model 7: This tests whether the groups have cammon linear
intercepts.

La general, one first makes the Model 1 vs Modal 5 comparison. If this
,test is significant, one examines the next four comparisons of Models
1, 2, 3, and 4. If the Nodal 1 vs Modal 5 comparison is not significant,
one examines the Last two comparisons tesring Modals 5, 6. and 7.

A-1.7
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CAM-,

Variables

U = unit vector

1 = posttest

2 = pretest

3 = pretest if group 1; 0, otherwise

4 = pretest if group 2; 0, otherwise

5 = pretest if group 3; 0, otherwise

6 pretest squared (variable 2 squared)

.7 = variable 3 squared

8 = variable. 4 squared.

9 = variable 5 squared

10 = 1 of group 1; 0, otherwise

11 = 1 if group 2; 0, otherwise

12 = 1 if group 3; 0, otherwise

Models

Model 1

Model 2

Attachment' A-3

= U + 3 + 4 + 3 + 7 + 8. + 9 + 10 Allows independent curvilinear
+ 11 + 12 regression lines.

= U + 3 + 4 + + 6 + 10 Requires luadratic component
\+ 11 + 12 of lines to be equal for eahh

group. Intercepts may differ.,

Model 3 1 = U + 2 + 6 + 10 + 11 + 12

Model 4 = U + 2 + 6

Model 5 1 = U + 3 + 4 + 5 + 10
+ 11 + 12

Requires parallel curvilinear
regression lines. Intercepts
may differ. r

Requires parallel curVilinear
regression lines with comMon
intercept.

Allows independent (different)
linear (straight line) regresSion
lines.

Model 6 1 = U + 2 + 10 + 11 + 12 Requires common linear slopes;
-and- intercepts .may di±far.

Mode' .7 1 = U + 2

3 G

Requires commnn,linear slopes
end coirmOn. interoepts.
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Attachment A-4
(page 2 of 2)

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF STANDARD SCORES ojq THE PPI-IT-R FOR pOSTTEST'
SPRING 1982.

STANP OS

STANDARD

SCORES

_17.

21 .
22
24.

27 .
30 .
33.
:34 .
37

40 .
41.
45.

49 .',
55 .
57 .
A0 .
62.

C:ODE

-0

VAL I D CASES

AEU cum :STANDARD ADJ cum
FREQ PCT PC:T. ,SCORES- FFE0 PCT PCT

\
STANDARD ,

ADJ CUM
SCORES FREQ POT PCT

1 1 .. 1- 64 . :1 1 29 :1 1 71
1 1 2 63. i' -.., :30 92. '3 3 73
1 1 3 66 . :1 :1 :31 93. 3

r2
76,

2 2 4 AS. 1 :1 :32 2
1 1 ...I A9,, 1 1 33 95% 1. 1 79
4 4 9 72. 1 1 34 97. 1'
1. 1 10 74. 3 3 37 98. '1
1 1 11 76. .1 1 38 99. 1 1

1 1 12 77 . i 1. :=::: 1000 20 82
1 1 12 -,' ;E: 41 101. 4 4 .37
3 3 15 79 . :t 1 42 3
2 2 17 80. -, 4 46 105. 5. 5.

2 :.. 19 81 . :1 1 47 108. 1.
,

1 :, 20 83 . 2 '2 ' 49 109. 1 1 92,
1

,1

1'' 21 84. 2 2 51 112. :1 194
1. t 21 85 . 4 , 4 54 114. 2 96
1 1 22 86. 2 2 ti6 118. 2 4, 97

. 2 2 24 87 5 4 61 120. 2. 99
1 1 25 .:.R:'; , 7 6 67 121. 1 1 1007
2 2 27 R9 :2 2 69
1 1. :28/ 90 J. . 1 70

' MISSING DATA
FREQ CODE FREQ CODE FR EQ

112 VI I SS I NO CASES 7
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'INSTRUMENT DESCRIPTION: PEABODY PICTURE VOCABULARY TEST, SPANISH VERSION.

-at descriotion of the instrument:
4.1

The Spanish PPVT is based on the Engliseversion of the test. The same cue.pictures are

used. The.cue words, however, are spoken in Spanish.

0
To wham was the tnstrtment administered?

To all Title VII participants and also to a control group.

EOW many times was the instrument administered?

The instrment was administered twice.

When was the instrument administered?

The PPVT-S was administered first as a pretest on October 19, 1981 through November 3,

1981. It was adminiaered as a posttest from April 19, 1982 through May 10, 1982.

Where was che instrument administered?

/n designated areas chosen by the achbol administration,

schOols.

in each of the six Title VI/

Who administered the instrument?
The pretest was administered 'by the TitleVII Evaluator.. The posttest was given by a

bilingual individual hired specifically for this-task.

What rrainin dtd the administrators have?

The testers were trained in ;he administration

ORE personpel.

of the test and scoring procedures

Was the instrument administered under standardized 'conditions?

Yes.

by

Were rhore oroblims'with eas instrtment or :ha administration that mizht attece

dhe validlcv of the data?

No.

Who drveloned the instrument?
The PFVT-S was designed by Ann Washington from the MacAllen Independent-School District.

It is an adaptation fram the PPVT designed by Dunn and D7.1nn.

What neliabilitv and validity data art available on :he instrument?

None.

Ara rhere norm data available-for interrreting chat results?

No.

B-2
jo-



1

81.72

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test

Purpose

The selection and administration of the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test
(PPVT) Spanish version, was used to address the following decision and
evaluation questions:

Decision Question Dl: Should the Bilingual Preschool Project be adopted
by the District as it is? If not, what components of the program should
the District undertake?

Decision Question D2: WAat com;ponents of the Project should be modified
to accomplish the objectives of the Project more fully?

Evaluation, Question D11-51 Has the Project impacted Spanish language_
skills?

Evaluation Question D1-8: Is the BECP responsive to the skill
development of imeschool children?

Procedures.

The Spanish Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT-S) is an instrument based on
the English version. It was adapted to Spanish by Ann Washington from the
Mac Allen Independent School District. The test utilizes the same book of

plates that the English version does. However, the cue words are given in
Spanish.

The PPVT-S is an individually administered, untimed test. It was given twice
during the 1981-82 school year to participants of the Title VII Project and
also to a control group. The pretest was administered from October 19,1981
to November 3, 1981, and the posttest was administered from April 19, 1982
to May 10, 1982.

The tests were conducted by'two bilingual testers who were trained in test
administration and scoring procedures. Hands-on training was conducted.
Training was,conducted prior to the actual testing.

The PPVT-S was administered at the six Title VII schools. Test areas were
designated at each of the schools.

The initial intent of the evaluation component was to have a control group
for each school. This goal was not achieved. However, a control group
at the Sanchez Elementary site was identified and this group consisted of
10 Project applicants who met the required qualifications but who were
not selected in the random selection of participants. ORE kept in

B-3
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contact with the control group through telephone calls and correspon-
dence. Two control subjects were released after it was learned that
they had enrolled in other prekindergartens. A third one had the telephone
disconnected and did not respohd to written correspondence. Thus, the
control group was reduced to seven of the original individuals. Testing
for this group was conducted at Sanchez Elementary.

Analyses

The PPVT-Spanish version (PPVT-S) does not have norm data. Therefore,
raw scores were used as the unit of analysis. A test was used to compare
the pre- and posttest means. Project's effects were also examined. The
data is stored at the University of Texas at Austin and is accessible
under the name A020 PPVTTOT. The variable layout is presented in
Sttachment A-1.

4. Results:

Pre- and posttest scores were obtained for 94 of the 108'students, and
seven children from the control group were also tested. 'Results from
the comparison of means test indicated that the children''s vocabularies
in Spanish had impruved. The difference of means was statistically
signific t. Figure B-1 shows the results of the ttest.

Pretest Posttest Difference t value Significance
Mean Mean

94 23.92 26.97.

SD SD

13.80 14.86

3:05

SD

8.92

3.32 P(0.05

FIGURE B-1. PRE- AND POSTTEST COMPARISON OF MEANS FOR SPANISH PPVT's
RAW SCORES..

Figure B-2 presents the results of the comparison between Sanchez and
the control group regarding Spanish language development. The procedure
did not identify significant differences among these two groups. Thus,the
Project's effects on the Spanish language skills could not beestablished.t

42
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GROUPS N MEAN SD DIFFERENCE t SIGNIFICANCE

SANCHEZ 18 23.00* 12.49
ELM.

7.00

CONTROL 7 30.00* 16.83

* These figures are raw score points.

1.17 n s

FIGURE B-2. COMPARISON OF MEANS FOR SANCHEZ ELEMENTARY AND CONTROL GROUP.

Attachment B-1 reports the frequency distribution of the Title VII
prekindergarten scores obtained from the PPVT-S.

Conclusion:

Results attained by Title VII students ia the PPVT-S indicate that the Spanish
language skills of.the group improved.from pre- to posttest.' However, this
improvement cannot be attributed to the Title VII Project &ince results were
not significantly different fTom.those of a.control group.'



81.72: Attachment B-1
(rage 1 of 4

FREQUENCY-DISTRIBUTION OF PFVT4 SPANISH VERSION SCORES* FOR POSTTEST.

SPANPRE

RAW
SCORES

0
1.

2.

4.
5.

6.
7.

(3 .
9.

10 .
12.
13.
14.
,15.

16.
17.

ADJ CUM
FREQ1 PCT2PCT 3

1 1 1

1 1 2
1 i 3
2 2
4 4 8
3 3 11

1 1 12
:3 3 15

:2 17
1 1 18
1 1 19
1 1 20
:3 3
3 .3 '7)5

1 1 26
2 2 28 ,

4 4 32

RAW
SCORES

18.
19..

20.
21:
,':),

2:3.

24.
25.
26 .
27.
28.

O.
31.
,1....,"

:i:3.
24.
35.

j cuM
FREQ PC:T PCT

7 7 38
7 7 45
4 4 49

-) 502 .,..

1 1 51
1 1 Fn
2 2 54
1.

L
==
...t...I

,-).,.. 2 57
2 ''") 59
1 r 60

.': 2, 62
6 6 67
1- 1 68
4 .4 7.2

.,..-) 2 74
1 75

RAW
SCORES

:36.
-D7....,,.
:38 .
39.
40'.

41.
4:3.

44.
47.
48.
50 .
51.. .

52..

53 . .

5*7.'

.61 .

ADJ CUM
FPEQ PCT PCT

.,_

.",

5 i 77::
,:.:. 2
2
1 .17 :74=:7:::"

-,,:. 2 9 0

2 .,.. 92
-,
.,.. 2 93
1 1 94 .

1. 1 95
1 1 9A
1 1 97
1 1

1 f. 99.

1 1 100 _

CODE FREQ

-0 12

MISSING DATA
CODE FREO CODE FREQ

VALID CASES .107 MISSING CASES 12

1

* These.are ray sccires.

B-6

1. FREQ = Frequency

2. ADJ PCT = Adjusted Rercentage

3. CUM PCT = Cumulative Percentage
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PPVT-SPANISH SCORES*FOR THE POSTTEST.

P

SPANPOS

RAW
SCORES

,.
3.
4.

6.
7.
8.

10.
11.
12.

13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

19.
20.

,

CODE

AEL,i rum RAW AD.,j cum
FREQ1PCT2 Pr.Ti SCORES FREQ PCT POT

1 1 1 21. 2 :2 43
5 Ft 6 22. 2 2 45
3 3 8 2:=1. 1 1: 46
1 1 9 24. 1 1 47
1 1 10 25. 3 3 50
1 1 11 27. : :3 53
1 1 12 "...

,-).-0.
. 1 1 54

2 2 14 29. 4 4 58
4 4 f8 30. -2 2' 59
1 1 19 31. 1 ,t. 60
8 8 26 32.. . 1 1 61
1 1 27 33. 1 1 62
..-,

4. 34. 3 3 65
. 4...:. 32 :7: FI . ,3 3 68

3 3 35 3.6. 1 1 69
4 4 39 38. 1 1 70
3 3 42 'f"-?.9. 5 5 75

MISSING DATA
FRED CODE FRET!

RAW
SCORES

40.
41.
42.
44.
-45:
46.

. 47.
48.
49.
51.
52.
53.
ww

56.
04.

CODE

ADJ -I.::U M

FREQ PCT PCT

3. :3 77
1 1 78
2 2 30
2 ,.. A2
-3 3 85
3 ,ri, es
.4 4

1

92
1 1 92
1 f 93
2 2 ,95
1 1 96
1 1 97

',' 1 1- 9.8
1 1 99
1 1 100

FREQ

-0 13

VALID CAE--;ES 106 MISSING CASES 13

* These are raw scores

. B-7

1. FREQ = Fretluency

2. ADJ PCT = Adjusted Percentage

3. CUM PCT = Cumulative'Percentage'
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InstruMent Description: Early Childhood _Observation Form.

3riaf dasctintimn of the List:ratan=

Structured classroom observations were hased upon the Early Childhood Observation Form-
Part 3. It is a record ol minute by minute school activities following a pupil for the
entire school day. SeVeral variables are recorded such as language used, average group
size, minutes of structured, unstructured,instructional and non-instructional
activities.

o vttcni vas :Its i-ls="=ratt" al:tiemistimed?

To selected children in Titli VII Preschool Project..

Ecre mmisT ttnas vas the, imstttme= administered?

During the 1981-82 schobl. year, twenty-sla observations were conducted.

7hem was the imstrtment Atm-dills:raved?

The observations ware conducted during the month of March and the first rwo weeks of
April, 1982,

7herst vas the tastrtmett admimisteree

.The observations were coiduCted in all Title VII preschool classes..

:ha admimistsrsd the imstrmmem-?

Two, observers wars hired specgically foi this task.

Tc.= mrsimi= 44d the admimisttmtmtm have?

The admstrators were trained by ORE .in obiervation techniques. They were also
instructed'in the variables co be observed.. Furthermore, the first two obserVation
sessions for each observer were considered practice. They were accompanied by the
evaluator and problems ware discussed afterwards.

7.as the tmstrtmemn admimiscared =der stamdatiizsd ccmditicts?

Yes.

Tir3 there crtolems ith the J- am. or .1,1

the vm1144-v of trot data?

None.

Tho daislomed the imstrmmeme

ORE.

%It= reliabilirr mad vaLiditv data sr+ evailable cm tma i_arrmtam."

Are therm mrr= data emitabla.for interntstima tam resul-s?

No.
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CLASSROOM OBSERVATIONS

The purpose of the classroom observations was to address the following

decision and evaluation questions:

Decision Question D-1: Should the Bilingual Preschool Project be
adopted,by the District as it is?. If not, what components of the,

project-should the District undertake?

Decision Question D-2: What components of the Project should be modi-

fied to accomplish the objectives of.the Project more fully?

EValuation Gusstian.D1-1: WhTat Is the nature of the Project'
(general characteristics and, uniqut features)?

To describe the nature of the Project the following questions were

addressed:

How much time is dedicated to structured instructiOn,
structured instruction, and non-instructional activities?

How many minutes were teacher, aide, and others involved

in structured instruction?

c) Who provided instruction?

d) To what extent was dual lanvage instruction provided?'

e) Was instruction provided in large or small groups? How

large were these groups?

f) How was communication betweeri English-proficient and limited-
English-proficient students facilitated?

Procedures

-Classroom observations were conducted during the month of March and the
first two weeks of April in the,six Title VII preschoolt classes. Visits

were not announced but teachers knew what date observations started and

how.many times they were going to be observed. Certain conditions were

followed in scheduling observations. The same school was not visited

twice during the same week and observation sessions for each school

were scheduled on different days of the week. There were a total of

26 class visits for the purpose of conducting observations.

C-3
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Observations lasted the enfire school day (390 minutes, from 8:00 a.m. to

2:30 p:m.).

Two observer's were hired to conduct classroom observations. Both were flUent

in English andSpaniSh. They were trained in classroom observation techniques
and were taught the definition of the.variables to be observed. Observers

used the Early Childhood. Observation Form (Revised).: It iS a form where events
and behaviors observed are recorded according to preestablished.:codes'and defini-;

tions. The form was developed by ORE's staff. It was slightly modified to in-
_dude some variables of special interest to the Title VII Bilingual Preschool
Project.:. For example, a colUmn to record LEP-English ProfiCient children's
interaction was added. AttaChment C-1 is a copy of the form used.'

The first four-observations were used as a training exeicise for the observers
and to establish interrater reliability. During these four observations the
observers and the evaluator recorded pupil activities on the Early Childhood
Observation form. After each Of these sessions,'recorded responses were com-
pared and discussed for the purpose of establishing interrater reliability.

There were four observations from_the total 26 conducted that were discarded
from analyses for several reasons. Ohe of theclasseS observed lasted only
half-day due to a teacher staff development sesdion,scheduled for the time
remaining of the school day. Since.this was not considered to be a typical

day it was discarded: The other three were eliminated because'for a variety
of reasons observers left minutes of theobservation unrecorded..

The unit of observation was a school-daY minute. The observations focused

on the experience of a particular student during a school day. He/she was

followed throughout the school day and minute by mihute records, were taken
of his/her personal experience during a particular school day. ,

The ohservers followed a preestablished selection procedure to pick the child

to be observed. Each observer was provided with a roster of students. Each

roster included a classification of stud' nts according to language ability.

Before class started, observers-askedth teachers to identify for ,them four

children among whom the target child was ncluded. To aVoid the possibility

of a bias if the teacher kne% which child was being observed, they were not

told which student was under observation..\

The language classification provided on th roster of students given to ob-

servers was established according to Prima y Acquisition of LangUage (PAL)

test results. Three groups were formed. iroup A consisted of children who

were essentially Spanish Monolinguals. GrOup C was its counterpart, children
who were English dominant and had a higher [degree of English proficiency., In

this group were classified all the Non-LEP students and children that were LEP .

but whose English proficiency was higher than others in the class. The third

grohp, labeled B, was formed by children who were English dominant Yet their

proficiency indicated bY test scores was lower than Group C and higher'than

Group A. The group formation was verified by teacher's personal perceptions of

their student's language ability. This classification was established to allow

the evaluators to observe language of instruction for the different groups.

C-4
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Findings

The school day for Title VII preschool proiect participants lasted 390

minutes every day during a five-day week. Classroom observations showe
that the average time dedicated to instruction was 48..71% (190/390 minute

of the school day. The remaining time, 51.28% (200/390 minutes) of the

school day as used for nom-instructional activities. The latter included
breakfast, lunch, a rest period (a nap), a short snack, restroom visits,
and 'Also time for free play on the school's playground.

For anlaysis purposes, instruction was subdivided into structured and un-

structured instruction. The first term refers to instructional activities
prescribed by the core set of instructional materials used. Unstructured
instruction,.on the other hand, refers to activities used by the teacher to
reinforce the core instructional material's units and/or other activit:i.es
such as music class, physical education, sharing time with the teacher,
attending spe6ial programs, and listening to stories. From classroom ob-

servations, it was learned that on the average 19.74% (77/390 minutes) of

the school day was used for structured instruction while 28.97% (113/390

minutes) of the school day was dedicated to unstructured instruction.

Figure C-1 shows the distribution of time during the school day, and also

a breakdown of time used for the various non-instructional activities.



Unstructured
Instruction
113 min.
(28.8%)

1
Non-Instruction

200 min.
(51.4%)

I.
I.

.

I.
1

School Day = 390 min.

A=
B=
C=

Non-Instruction = 200 min.

breakfast
restroom visits
lunch

FIGURE DISTRIBUTION OF TIME ACCORDING TO ACTIVITIES'.

WHO PROVIDED INSTRUCTION?

D= snack
E= nap
F= transitions
G= free time

Instruction was provided by bilingually certified teachers.in collabo-
ration with a teacher's aide and occasionally others suCh.as a music
teacher, physical education coaches, librarians and substitute teachers.

During the 1981-82 school year,one of the Title VII classes was
different from the others in that two prekindergarten teachers taught
as7a team'. At Allison Elementary, children were taught by the Title
VII teacher, the aide and also by the.Title I Migrant prekindergarten
teacher. Aoth prekindergarten classes were held in an open area
separated only by short partitions and bookcases. These teachers planned

their activities together. At Brooke Elementary, the designated
teacher was absent due to illness for six school weeks. A substitute

teacher replaced her during that time.

Figures C-2 and C-3 show the average amount of time provided by each type
of instructor during structured and unstructured instruction.

C-6
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*A

.

Structured Instruction Providers:

Teachers Aides Other
1

Total

Minutes Observed 968

Average Time per 44

Observation (min.)

SD 22.38

%,'of Total 57.28%

N. of Observations: 22

621 101 1690

.28:22 4.59 76.81

21.98 7.79 29.23

36.74% 5.977 100%

1 Other '4 the Title I Migrant teacher at Allison Elementary.

FIGURE G-2. TIME OF STRUCTURED INSTRUCTION ACCORDING TO PROVIDER OF
INSTRUCTION.

Unstructured Pasiruction Providers:

Teachers Aides Other 1 Independent 2 Total

'Minutes Observed. 805 248 369 1055 2477

Average. Time per 36:59 11.27 16.77 47.95 112.59

Observation (min.)

SD . 15.77 14.46 20 .94 21.44 .26.36

% of Total 32.49% 10.00% 14.89% 42.59% 100%

N. of Observations: 22

1 Others include a music teacher, physical education coaches, and
1/brarians.

2 During this time children work a1one in one of the learning centers.

FIGURE C-3. TIME OF UNSTRUCTURED INSTRUCTION ACCORDING TO PROVIDER OF
INSTRUCTION.

C-7
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TO WHAT EXTENT WAS DUAL LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION PROVIDED?

The predominant language of instruction was English. However, Spanish
was also used to provide instruction primarily to those children who
were Spanish dominant and/or proficient in both fanguages. The
classes followed a, rotat.ional pattern for structured.instruction.
While the teacher instructed one of the groups, the aide aiso pro-
vided instruction to another. The third group worked-independently
in one of the learning centers'until it was time to rotate. Each
period lasted an average of fifteen minutes. Teachers and aides
haught each group in.the dominant language of each particular group..
Figure C-4 shows average time of structured instruction according to
language of4instruction.

Group

No. of
children
observed

Total
Average

AVERAGE STRUCTURED INSTRUCTION IN: '

English Spanish Both* Non-Verbal

spanish . 40.5 min. 26.25 min. 15.62 min. 1.37 min.

zominant 83.75m (48.3%) (31.37,) (18.6%) (1.6%)

Low'Eng. and 60.87 min. 11.42 min. 2.57 min. 1,.71 min.

Low Spanish 8 76.57m -(79.4%) (14.9%) (3.3%) (2.2%)

English 55.4 min. 18.5 min. 1.00 min. 1.30 min.

Dominant 5 76.20m (80.0%) (17.37.) (1.4%) ,(1:17.)

*Observer hears two languages during a minute.

FIGUTE C-4. LANGUAGE OF INSTRUCTION ACCORDING TO LANGUAGE DOM/MTGE OF
STUDENTS.

WAS INSTRUCTION PROVIDED IN LARGE OR SMALL GROUPS?

Structured instruction for Title VII Bilingual Project was provided
in small groups. The number of children in the groups'varied from
four to six students. Instructional activities were oriented toward
improvement and development of the following skills: vocabulary;
concepts, English syntax, visual, auditory, and motor skills. Aide'
were in charge of conducting exercises to develop visual as well as
motor skills (fine and gross), 'Teachers, on the other hand,.conducted
'the'English syntax, vocabulary and concepts instructional activities.

C-8
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HOW WAS COMMUNICATION gETWEEN ENGLISH PROFICIENT AND LIMITED ENGLISH
PROFICIENT'gTUDENTS FACILITATED?

Each class contained three English proficient students. It was

anticipated that the English proficient children would serve as
English speaking models for their LEP peers. Some of the gnglish
proficient children were alsd fluent Spanish speakers. These children'

werp grouped with the Siianish dominant for structured instruction.
The major interaction among these two groups occurred during unstruc-
tured instruction where teachers worked with ali the class students
in a large group. Classes were not organized to formally'utilize
the English skills of the English proficient students; rather, they
were present to act as informal role models with respect to language.

C-9
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81,72 Instrument Descri tion: TEACHER'S INTERVIEW

3rief descriotion of :he instrument:

The interview consists of 12'que5tions for all prekindergarten teachers, 3 questions
for Title VII teachers only, and 2 queetions for Title I/Migrant teachers. The

questions deal with instructional language, curricul.lm. diagnosing, planning, organi-
zation, teacher contact, parent:contact, community representative contact, supervisor
contact, inservice, aides, and,"At Home" activities.

:0 whom was the instrument arim4rqstered?

Title I Migrant, Title I Regular', and Title VI/ prekindergarten teachers.

Haw =any times was the instrument arEnqrqscertd?

Once.

'When was the instrument a4m-in4st.r.d'i

April, 1982.

Where was the instrument adninistered?

In their classroom or other school location of their choice.

Who aeninistered the instrument?

A consultant.

What :raining did the administrator= have?

General interview training and interview training specific to this interview format

and situation.

7es the instrumen: administered under standardized cnnditions?

Yes.

Were there oroblems with the instrument or : administration that night af:fect

tne validity of che data?

'None were identified.

Who develoned the instrument?

ORE staff with input, from the program staff.

What reliability and validity data are available on :he instrument?

None.

Are there nor= data avallable.for .internrecing the results?

D-2
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40
Teacher Interview

A teacher interView was conducted during 1981-82 with two chief purposes.
First, to address the following decision and research questions:

Decision Question 1: Should the Bilingual Preschool Program
be adopted by the District as it is? If not, what components

of the Program should the District undertake?

Decision Question 2: What components of the Program should be
modified to accomplish the objectives of the Program more fully?

Evaluation Question D1-3: Were the recommendations and
suggestions for improvement made by the staff implemented?

Evaluation Question 111-10: In what areas do teachers per-

ceive the need for additional training?

Evaluation Question D2-11: What areas of training provided
by Title VII do teachers perceive as most beneficial?

Secondly, tha teacher interview was developed in midyear after an expressed
need by program staff to. have .comparisons made among the Title I, Migrant,

and Title VII Prekindergarten programs. The chief purpose of the teacher ,

interview was to examine the similarities and differences among ,thathree

programs.

Procedures

In December 1981, the various program staff were asked to generate items for

the interview by mid-January. During February ORE staff members generated a

pool of possible items. These were cOl,lected by the Migrant Program Evaluator
and submitted to relevant ORE staff membes to review, select, change, etc.

the items they felt applicable. From this\input, a draft interview format was

developed. This draft interview format was Sant to the program's staff for

their review and feedback. After receiving staT.f input, a final interview

format was developed. The interviews were kept relatively short to keep teacher

time required to a minimum.

To maintain impartiality, an outside consultant was hired to conduct the inter-

views. She had worked with our office previously in testing efforts. As a

former kindergerten teacher, it was felt that she could relate well to the pre-

kindergarten teachers and their experiences.
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She received general training in interviewing techniques and specific
training and practice in following the interview format. Attachment

D-1 is a copy of the interview format used.

In late March, all the prekindergarten teachers were sent a memo ad-

vising them of the upcoming interview. Enclosed was a copy of the

interview format in preparation for their interview. The Migrant
Evaluation secretary called the teachers and arranged the times, dates
and locations for the interviews. The interviews were all completed

by the end of April. The interviewer consulted with the Migrant Pro-
gram Evaluator from time to time to apprise her of the progress of
the interviews. She reported that all the teachers were friendly and
very cooperative.

The data were hand-tallied by program staff .eio each individual teacher's
responses could be kept confidential.

Results

The results will be presented in terms of the topics addressed by
the teact-er interview.

Similiarities and differences among prekindergarten programs are
highlighted.

Curriculum

The six Title VII teachers used the Bilingual Early Childhood Program
Curriculum.as their main resource for instructional materials and

activities, One teacher from the Bilingual Program used also the

AISD prekindergarten curriculum. She was abl,e to complete all the

units from both curricula. Another Title VII teacher did not teach
the AISD materials herself, however, her team teacher utilized this

.curriculum. The Title I and Migrant Program teachers reported using
the AISD prekindergarten curriculum as their main source of instructional

activities. A11 teachers from the three programs reported using materials
from other curricula to supplement their main source of instructional

activities. Figure D-1, D-2 and D-3 presents the summary by funding
source of the turricula utilized in AISD's prekindergartens.

D-4
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Language of Instruction

Two Title I teachers, five Migrant Program teachers, and all six Title
VII teachers reported using Spanish for instructional purposes. For all

three programs, English was spoken to English-dominant students the
large majority of the time. For Spanish-dominant students, the Title
VII teachers used Spanish the majority of the time in formal instruction.
On informal instruction, rhe Title VII and Migrant Program'teachers as
a group had similar language use patterns. See Figure 0-4.

Criteria for Dividin Children into Grou s

As can be nOted from vigure.D-5a, the Title I and Migra t Program
teachers reported spending more time than did Title VII teachers in
large group instruction.

Conversely, as shown in the next chart in Figure D-5b, the Title VII
teachers used small group instruction e higher percentage'of the time
than did the Title I and Migrant Program teachers. The most popular

group size for Title VII was 6-7 students, for Title I, it was 4-5
students, and for Migrant Program teachers, 'it varied between 4 and
7 students. Figure D-5c shows the percentages of time each group of
teachers reported using one7to-one instruction. All used one-to7one

29% or less of the time. All teachers, except one, used one-to-one
instruction while other children were at Centers.

Finally- Figure D-6 shows the criteria used tO form the groups for in-

struction. Title VII uses the language criteria more often than the
other two programs.

'Independent Activity

The three groups of teachers gave a wide variety of responses to the
following questionhen the children work alone,what types of things
are they doing?" Most frequently children were said to be working at a

center of some sott. The\most frequently mentioned activities were
listening centers/languagemaster, art activities, manipulatives, blocks,
.puzzles, and housekeeping, :See figure D-7.

'Parent-Teacher Communications.

Generally, as a group Title VII teachers reported more frequent
contact with parents than did Title I or Migrant Program teachers.
Across all three groups teachers generally initiated more contacts than

'did parents. Furthermore, the most frequent types of contacts reported

D-5
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by all teachers were conferences and written communications. Less

frequent were contacts through parent training sessions and\PAC

meetings; although, Title VII teachers reported more of these types

of contacts than did Migrant Program and Title I teachers. iFigures

.D-9 and D-10 present. the frequencies reported.

Supervisor (Instructional Coordinator) - Teacher Relations

All teachers reported contact with their supervisor for aurriculum
materials and inservice training. Most reported contact'or instruc-
tional supervision, program information and communication with other
teachers. Five of the Title VII teachers reported supervisor 'contact
about parent training and communication with parents. /No Migrant

Program teachers reported contact for these purposes and only two
Title I teachers reported supervisor contact for the a/bove mentioned

reasons. Figure 111-11'is a summary-of the informatiorrobtained..

Community Representative - Teacher Relations

The frequency o reported contacts are-presented in Figure 0-12.
Title VII teachers reported more contact with their7 community repre-
sentatives than did the Migrant Program And Title I teachers.

Teacher - Teacher's Aide Relations

Title VII was the only program where the teachers were assisted by
an aide. Five teachers reported using the aide the large majority
of the time as a teaching aide. A secondary role was seen to be pre-

paring materials, going to lunch with the students, etc. One teacher
reported her aide spent 50% of her time collecting and preparing
instructional materials and only 25% of the time supervising students.
More detailed information is provided in Figure D-13.

At-Home Activities

Only Title VII teachers were asked questions about the At-Home Activi-
ties since Title I and Migrant are not currently implementing such a
component. Through the A':-Home Activities,/parents reinforce the
instructional units taught at school. For information on the nature
of the At-Home Activity component, see Appendix F, page 4."

Title VII teachers said they did not help develop the materials, but
all reported participating in implementing the activities. The fre-

quency of use of the At-Home Activities varied between one and twoper

week. All teachers reported parents/relatives engaged in the "At7-

Home" activities. The teachersresponded that 50% or more of their
students participated in these activities. Figure D-14 summarizes

responses regarding At-Hame activities.

D-6
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Teacher inservice Training.

All teachers felt the inservices were beneficial to them. The most
frequent reason this was true was tt, t new/better ideas were obtained.
All teachers were asked to suggest topics for fUture inservices.

Title VII teachers offered the following topics for workshops.

Help with children.who do not speak (children who are non-
lingual).

More Science and Math workshops.

Challenging super-bright children.

Need assessment in two languages.

Through the teacher interviews conducted during the 1980-81 school
year, teachers as a group expressed their need for inservice in cer-
tain areas such as language of instruction, implementation of curri-
culum actiVities, math, science and development of motor skills. All

these topics were discussed in formal inservice trainings offered
this year. Furthermore, last year one of the teachers felt that her
class was not treated by the principal as a full-flr"-d member of the
school. This year it was reported the principal wa' ry supportive
of the program and the Title VII classroom. 1

For a more detailed description of the results obtained through pre-
kindergarten teacher interview the reader is referred to Appendix
S of The Title I Migrant Technical Report, 1981-82.
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2. ,Curriculum Usage - Title VII

AISD Twb of the six teachets reported the AISD curriculum was used as a

main curriculum. One indicated the Migrant Program teacher with
whom she frequently teamed used the AISD curriculum so her children

got it through her. The frequency of use varied 10%, 15%, 2-20%,

30%, and 40%. The one who reported using it 40%,of the time indicated

all the units were completed. One'teacher' used the.AISD curriculum

in 'teaching math.

BECP

PEABODY

All six teachers reported using the BECP as their main curriculum

source. Three of diem used it in teaching math. The percentages of

usage were 40%, 50%, 60%, 2-80%, and 95%. One teacher reported she

had completed all the units.

Two teachers used the Peabody Kit, but one of the two reported only

using the pictures to supplement the other curricula. The one who

used the Kit reported using it 5% of the time and using it to teach.

math.

PORTAGE None of the teachers used these materials.

BARUFALDI Five of the six indicated some use of these materials,. One of the

five reported her children were exposed to these materials since the

Migrant Program teacher witl(whom she team taught used them. The

Usage reported varied between 3% and 10%. One teacher used these mate-

rials to teach math while andther used theth to teach science.

SELF-
DEVELOPED
MATERIALS

OTHER

One teacher reported using se1f7developed materials 3% of the time.

All, but one of the teachers reported using Materials other than those

already listed. One used MiltOn Bradley materials 5% of the time and

to teach math. Another used a:combination of Castafieda and teacher -

made materials 10% ,of the time and to teach math. One teacher used

a wide variety of other materials (Milton Bradley, Let's Find Out,

Kid's. Stuff, Our .Big Back Yard, and Science Land) 25% of her time.

She tv';ed these Oommercial:materials in teaching math. One teacher

used the Milton Bradley materials in teaching math, but did not assign

a time use. Five-percent of thetiMe one teacher used-a combination

of teacher-made and commercial.material..

\

Figure D-1. SUMMARY OF TITLE VII TEACHERS' 4SPONSES TO QUESTION 2, PRE-K

TEACHER INTERVIEW.

gl

D-8
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2. curriculum Usage - Title I

AISD

BECP

PEABODY

PORTAGE

SELF-
DEVELOPED
UNITS

BARUFALDI

OTHER

All of the teachers repor:ed using the.AISD cul--riculum as their

main curriculum. Usage va:ried between 40% and 95% of the time

(actual Percentages reported were 40%, 50%, 2-60%, 70%, 75%, 80%,

90, and .95%). Two of the nine used the curriculum to teach math.

None of-the teachers listed- the BECP as a curriculum source, except

one.teacher who used some of the records and puzzles in relation to

other curriculum materials.

All the teachers reported using the Peabody Kit as a curriculum

sOurce. .A11- reported using it in a 'supplementary fashion, except

onewho reported'it'was a main curriculum sburCe (but only Used

25% of the. time). PerCentages of time used ranged between 2% and.

30% of the.time (2%, 3%, 5%, 2-10%, 25%, and 3-30%). Three teachers

used these materials in teathing math.

No one reported these materials were used-

Seven of the nine teachers had developed units of their own. The

percentages of usage reported' varied - 1%, 5%, 2-10%, 2-20%,and 30%.

One person used a unit developed for holidays. Three of the

teacheri used their owg units to teach math.

Eight teachers used. Barufaldi materials in their classrooms. The

reported usage varied between 1%.and 107.. Two reported using it

to teach math while one used the materials in teaching about plants'

and the five senses.

FiVe teachers reported using other materials. The usage varied

between 3 and 30 minutes per week:. The counselor at one school

used the Duso materials with the children 30 mdnutes per week.

One used "Wesley" (to teach math) and "Their Way" 5% of the-time.

Three percent of the time, one teacher used "Work Jobs". Another

used4Castaileda. and "Something Special" materials three percent of

the time. She used these to teach math. Finzlly one teacher used

Health Science materials 10% of the time.

Figure D-2, SUHMARY OF TITLE I TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 2, PRE-K

TEACHER INTERVIEW.

D-9
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Curriculum Usage - Migrant Program

AISD

BECP

PEABODY

PORTAGE

SELF-
DEVELOPED
UNITS

BARUFALDI

OTHER

All of the. Migrant Program teachers used the AISD curriculum as,

their main curriculum with reported usage varying between 60% and

100% of the time. Actual reported percentages were 60%, 2-70%,

80%, 89%,-7907., and 100%.'. Five of the seven used the AISD curric-

ulum to teach,math.

Faye' of the seven teachers used the EEC? in a supplementary fashion.

The percentage of time used varied between 5% and 15%. One-teacher

used the 3ECP to teach math.

Four teachers repotted using the Peabody Kit in their instructional

progtam. The usage varied between 2% and 10% of the time. One of

the four reported using only the pictures to supplement the other

curriculum. No one used it to teach math.

No one reported using any of the Portage materials.

Five teachers reported. using self-developed materials in;a supple-

mentary fashion. The percentages of use ranged between 2% and 20%.

Two teachers used their materialS to teach math.

Five of the seven used the Barufaldi materials. The percentage of

time Aised ranged from 2% to 10% of the time. Two used these mate:-

rials in math inStruCtion.

Oae teacher reported using other materials. The teacher stated

approximately one percent of the time she used commercial kits

and magazines.

Figure D-3, SUMMARY OF MIGRANT PROGRAM TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 2,

PRE-K =ACKER INTERVIEW.
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1. Do you use English all the time .for your instruction?

Title VII Title I Migrant Program <41

Yes 0 7 2

No 6 2 5

If you LAe another language, please indicate what percentages of each

language you use for each of the following:

FORMAL INSTRUCTION

En lish Soanish Other

INFORMAL INSTRUCTION

lish Soanish Other

Title VII X = 90% X = 10% - X = 87% X = 13%

dominant TitZe I X .100% X = OZ - X = 99% X = 1%

students Migrant X = 93% X = 7% X .77% X = 23%

17), Spanish- TitZe VII X = 36% X = 64% '\= 53% X = 47%

dominant Title I X = 88% X = 12% 7% X = 13%

students Migrant X 64% 'X = 36% X = 54% X = 46%

Please note 1) Title I and Migrant Program percentages only reflect those

teachers who do not use English all the time. 2) The percentages reflect

language spoken in the spring, several teachers used more Spanish early

in the school year. 3) Only one teacher had any other-dominant students,

and she used 90% English and 10% Spanish for.both formal and informal

instruction. .

Figure D-4. SUKMARY OF TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTfON 1, PRE-K TEACHER INTERVIEW:
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3a. What percentage of the time for instruction do you use large groups
(including the Whole clasr)?

1.00% ?Saar; 34-402 7970% 49-502 59-502 41-402 39-302 29-202 19-10Z

Title VII 1. 1 , 2 2

Tlcla t 3. 2 1 4 l

11grant
Fregena 1 2 1

Numbers reileci che frequenclea'of teachers/ responses.

5b. What percentage of the time for instruction do you'use small groups
(size )?

urg I nu.glilg 12..02 t 79-702 1 59-501 59-30Z :4-402 39..3021 29-202 19-L021

:lel. VII 2

4
1 1

T12.1. t 2 2 1 I 3 1

Ki.S.C.a.
N.04[2. 1 0

s

Numbers reflect frequencies of teachers' responses.

_

Ccaup ils

3-9

(tlumbare e etaldeen)

4-1 1-5 2-)

:Lela 721
1 5

1

Tlgle 1 2 7

Migranc
trngdme t 1 3

5

Note: Many teachers have children
grouped in smajl groups while
they are work,* with individ-
uals,

Numbers reflect frequencies of teachers' responses.

. What percentage of the time for J1struction do you use one-to-one?

OM .34-4.1% [34-40Z 23-/01 74-40: 59-3o: 44-402 3/-101 2,-102 19-to: 3-1:1 12 krime

Tlcle ytt 2 2 1 - if
:medal
1 - Andean.
each tnn1-
eldual Li'

...sit tr..

:lel. 1

u

1 1 - luring
lee. rime

11.arane
leligeaat 1 1 4 1

Numbers reflect frequencies of teachers' responses.

Figure D-3. SUMMARY OF PRE-K TEACHERS ' RtSPONSES TO QUESTION -5 , PRE-K

TEACHER INTERVIEW.

ry
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6. If you divide your students into instrUctional groups, what criteria do you use to grouO

A e Abilit

,

Personality

Language
Dominance
(tests)

Language
Dominance
(observance)

,

.

Other

Title VII 0 4 2
.

2 4

1 7 random
1 - attention span problems

.

Title f 1 7 5 0 3

- similar needs on concept
development

1 - mixel and low abilities

Migrant
Program

e.

0 3

1

.

1 5

- heterogeneous - groups vary
by day .

1 - groups formea based on answers,

to suestions re: lessons etc.

1-,w
,

Numbers reflect number of teachers using each criteria (many teachers use more than

one type of grouping);

Figure D-6. \SUMMARY OF PRE-K TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 6, PRE-KTEACHER INTERVIEW.'

s.
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7. When the children work alone, what type pf things are they doing?
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Title VII 2 3 1 2 5 2
.

2

Title I 5 4 2 56 5 3 2 2

-Migrant

Program 1 4 4 5

Numbers reflect the frequencies of teachers' responses.

or 2 teachers also mentioned each of the following: Music (Records and Cassettes) ,

Role Play/Dramatic Play, Colors, View Master, Previous Lesson Activities/Reinforce-

went, Practical Living, Workbench, Chalkboard, Matching, Beads, School Table, Building,

and Cans.

Figuie D-7. SUMMARY OF PRE-K TEACHERS' RESPONSES*TO QUESTION 7, PRE-K TEACHER INTERVIEW.
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ii. In whici of the following areas listed below did your supervisor (instructional.coordinator)

work with you? Check as many as apply.

vow
WM
11
1--

0 0
W

milMli

0

111.0OmF
0

OWcow

ID 0
rt

W11H.p

DQ

WW
hi, p

ri H
DV n

IC?

m
11

mn
no
M'W
11

H
n

r4*

P) 1-1.
1-i nOnn
(no

W

.

Title VII 5 6 5 4 ,

2

5 6 5 5 2 - supervisor is excellent

Title I 6 9 8 2 9

.

! 5
1 _. Purchase of ,camera-She's very helpful.

2 1 - Supervisor is helpful with everything.

.

Migrant
Program

..---

,7 7 6 5 0 7 5

1 - She's brought visitors to observe.

0 1 - She's been very helpful, easy to
communicate with her..

Numbers reflect frequencies of teachers' responses.

Figure D-8. SUMMARY OF PRE-K TEACHERS RESPONSES TO QUESTION 11, PRE-K TEACHER INTERVIEW.

*

72



10. This ,question deals with your cominunications with your students' parents. Plea Se use the

percentage range to answer the items..

a) What percentage of'
parents did you have
contact with: 0-25% 26-50% 51-75% 76-100%

More than once a
week

Title VII
Title I., 6 4 0 0

Mi.rant Pro.ram 6 1 0 0

Once a week

Title VII 4 1 1 0

Title I 2 0

Mivant"Program ',' 5 1 0 1

Every two weeks
Title VII 6 0 0 0

.Title I .5 1 1 2

Mi.rant Pro.ram 2 2 1 1

Once a month

Title VII 6 0 0 0

Title I 4 0 3 2

Migrant Program 3 3, 0 1

Less than once
a month

Title VII. 6 0 0 0

Title I 7 1 1 0

Mi.rant Prozram 0 1 0

Not at all
Title VII 6 0 0 O.

Title I 9 0 0 G

Mizrant PrO:ram 7 0 0 0

Numbers reflect frequencies of teachers' responses.

Figure D-9. SUMMARY OF PRi-K TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 10a, PRE-K TEACHER

INTERVIEW.
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10. ,This question deals with your commnications with your students" parents. Please use the

percentage range to answerthe items.

0-25% 26-50% 51-75% 76-.100%

What percentage of
communications with
parents did you
initiate?

Title VII

Title I

Migrant Program

What percentage of
communications with
parents did the
parents initiate?

Title VII 2 4 0

Title

Mi,rant Pro=ram 0 1

Numbers reflect frequencies of teachers' responses.

Figure b-10. SUMMARY 01; PRE-K TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 10b, PRE-K TEACHER INTERVIEW.
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10. This question deals with your colmounications with your students parents. Please use the

percentage range.

0-25% 26-50% 51-75%, 76-100%

What percentage-of
these. contacts
were by phone?
,

Title VII

Title I 7 7 0 0

Mi rant Pro ram 1 5 .

What percentage
were conferences?

Title,VII

Title' 1
,

4

Migrant Program l .

What percentage
were parent
training sessions?

Title VII 1 3 -I

Title 1/
i

Migrant ProgrnM 1

(11

What percentage
were PAC
meetings?

. 4

Title VII 2. 3 1 0 ,

Title

Migrant PrdgraM .

What percentage
were written
communications?

Title VII

Title ,I

Migrant Program I 1 1 2 3
A'

Figure D-11,

Numbers reflect frequencies of teachers' responses.

SUMMARY OF PRE-K TEACHERS .RESPONSES TO QUESTION 10c, PRE-K TEACHER INTERVIEW.
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9. How frequent isitour contatt with your community,representative(s)?,

More than
once a
week

Once a
week

Every two
weeks

Once a
month

Less than
once a
wok

.

Comments

Title VII' 3 0 2 1 0

1.- She is. wonderful.

1 - If I peed anYthing she
responds.

.Title I 0 2 2 1 4

1 - These'children .have not
had needs that caused more
contact.

.

Migrant
Prozram

0

.

1 0 4

---h

Numbers reflect the frequencies of teachers' responses.

Figure D-12. SUMMARY OF PRE-4( TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 9, PRE-K TEACHER INTERVIEW.
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Title VII Teache_ra Only

I. llu w. do you use your aide? lihia percentage of time does the aide spend in-each type of activity?

Type.of ActkfitY Percentata of Time

Teacher prepatea and collects tuArucLionai materials 50%

A teaches . 252

supervises of students/ 25%

oide:aiso helps IL-mut/lute nqtes La parentp not, griden

/

Teacher 7/

- B
uaulsts in all teaching of !asthma 'and goes to lunch . not .1;iven

Teacher

Teacher

Teacher

uerveu as 0 tturching assistant-reinforcea 95%

makes bulletin- hoards and nun icr lob 5 .

uerves .compl/Jely as a teaching ausisLant-same.as
other pre-K 'Leacher -- uhe's Lops not 'given

teaches sune amount of time us teacher. 110qt

clean up +d prepare together not given

1

Teacher

does vocaholary lessouu 10X

dues giunni training-.
does motor training
conducts urt lessons 10Z

'Leaches creative moves 10X

reads'storieu 5%

works on centers 5%

works with lunch. &marks
Leaches A1SD curriculum

uopplemi:nts curt4cultim 5%

prepaieu materials 10%

prepares bulletin boards lox

Figure D-13. SUMMARY OF TITLE V11 TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 1 (FOR TITLE VI1
TEAUERS ONLY), PREK TEACHER INTERVIEW.



Si. 72

Questions for Title VII Teachers Only

a) Did you participatein deVeloping the BECP "At Home",activities?

All teachers responded they had not.

Did you participate in .implementing the "At Home" activities?

All teachers responded yes.

c) How often do the "At Home" activities occur?

'FREQUENCY MEER OF TEACHERSREPORTING

weekLy 2

after each unit 2

every 2 weeks
started very goOd'(?)

Did.you find evidence that parents/rela,tives
activities?,

_An teachers responded yes.

If youanswered_ yes, for how many of your students was this true?

engaged in the "At Home"

MAGER OF STUDENTS

78 out of 18
L4 out of 78
9 out of 18
72 out of Z8
most outiof 18
16 out of 18 ,

Figure D-14. SUMMARY OF TITLE VII TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO IthJESTION 2 (FOR
. TITLE VII TEACHERS ONLY), PRE-K TEACHER INTEnVIEW.
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PREKINDERGARTEN TEACHER INTERVIEW

Attachment D-1
(Page 1 of 4)

Date

Teacher' Name

Program(s) Title I Title VI/ Migrant

1. Do you use English all tha time for your iastruction? Yas No

If you use another language please iadicate what percentages of each.language
you use for each of thefollowing:

FORMAL CIFORMAL

INSTRUCTION ' INSTRUCTION

English Spanish Other English Spanish Other

a) Eaglish-dominant students % % % % Z Z

b) Spaniah-dominant students % % % Z

c) Other students Z %

2. Check how you used each sOurce: Check any What % of your

Other you used instruction came

Tha main Supple- (please to teach from each curric-

curriculum mencary define) 4math ulum source?

AISO

,BECP

Peabody Kit

Portage

Solf-Developed Untis

Barufaldi

Other:

3. a) Haw 4o you diagnose your students' instructional needsdo you use a checklist

of Rkilla, competencies, concepts, or what?

b) Where did you gat the method you use?

c) How often do you check your students' :leads.?

4. How do you plan for students' individual.inscr$ctional needs?

Am,

S. This question deals with how you organize tha students for instruction.

a) What perceatege of tha time for tastruction-do you-use large groups (including

the whole class)?

D-22
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AttaohAtent D-1

(continued, page 2 of 4)

b) What percentage of the time for ins

i
truction you use small groups (size )?

c) What percentage of thattimm for instruction(do you use one-to-one?

d) What percentage of the time for iastrUction do you use a combination?(please

explain )

6. /f you divide your students into instructional groups, what criteria do you 1.194

to group? Please check all that apply?

age

ability
linguage dominance (based

personality on teacher Observation)

7. ,When the children work alone what types of things are they doing?

8. Check the category of teachers with whol you participated/contacted in each of the

language dominance (based other (plisse explain)
on standardized tests)

following areas:

Title VII title I Migrant
Pre-K Pra-K Pre-K Kindergarten Others

Teachers Teachers Teachers Teachers (Define) None

Share ideas

Provide training

11111.
Prepare instruc-
tional units

Sfiare teaching
duties

ttl.an classroom

ictivii4ss
.

1,- How frequent is your contact With your community rezesentative(s)?

fore
:h::ek

Once a Every two Once a Lass than

oncs week weeks month once a month

0

This question deals Ifich your commanications with your studentst parents.
Please. use the percent:age range to answer the items.

0%-25% 26%-50% 51Z-75% 76%-100%

a) What,percentage of parents did you have contact
with:

more than once a week?
once a week?
once every cwo weeks?
once a month?
loss than once a month?
not at a112

D-23
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10.
b) What percentage of communilations with parents

did you initiate?
What percentage of communizations with parents

did the parents initiate?

c) What percentage of chase contacts were by phone?
What percentage were conferences?
What percentage were parent training sessions?
What percentage were PAC meetings?
What percentage were written communications?

Attachment. D-1

' (continued,-page 3 of 4)

0%-251 26%-50% 51Z-751 76%460Z----

d) What were the purposes of chose contacts? ?lens. list che purposes and assign

a percentage to each.

silk\11. In which of the following areas linted below did supervisor (instructional

coordinator) work with youl Check as many as apply. .

instructional supervision i inservice training

curriculum materials communications with other teachers

program information communications witn,parents

classroom mmutgemenc other (please define) ,

. parent training

12. What topics should be offered for inservice training for prekindergarten teacher'?

Title VII Teachers Only

1. avw do you use your *aide? What percentage of time does the aide spend in each

type of activity that you named%

2. a) Did you participate in developing the SECP " At Home " activities? Yes No

b) Did you participate in implementing the " At:Home " activities? Yes No

c) How Often do the " At Hame " activities occur?
d) Did you find evidence that parents/relatives engaged in the " At Same ".accivicies?

Yes No If you answered yes, for how many of your students was this

true?

3. Did you find the inzervice training'sponsorad by Title V/I heneficial? ants NO

If yes, why? If mot, why not?

D-24
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(continilea, page 4 of 4)

Title I/ Migran:: Teachers

Note: In answering the following two questions, please consider if you made

any changes in organizing students for instruction, scheduling, number or amount

of ituLit(s) covered, study tripe, etc. Also consider if any changesin student

behavior can be noted.

1. What haVe been the benefits of not having an aide this'school year?

2. WI= have been the drawbacks of not:having an aide this school year?
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TITLE VII BILINGUAL PRESCHOOL PROJECT

APPENDIX\E

PARENT QUESTIONAIRE

4k
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INSTRUMENT DESCRIPTION: PARENT QUESTIOUNAIRE FOR 1981-82

Brief taecniation of :ha instrument:

The 1981-82 parent quastionnairla was written La English and Spanish. It con-

sisted of seven items covering the fqllowing areas of interest: recuriting,
-parant-caacher conference*, parenting seminars, at-home activities, parent's

perception of achievement, and suggestions for improvement.. The questions
were presented in ran formats, seven of them were of the forced alternative

type. There were three open-ended questions.

To whcm was :he instrument administered?

To parents of Title !II Bilingual. Projecet participants.

law many times was the ths="zeent administered?

Once.

7hen was the instrument administered?

Thelaet week of April 1982.

7hare Wee the instrmment arcm4-H-etered?

The questionnaire was sant home via the student.

7ho administered chi instrument?

It was a self-administered instrument.

7hat =int= did the administrators have?

Not applicable.

7as che instrument administered under standardized condt:tons?

Yes.

7ara there oroblems with the instrnment or -te ad-vc-Hsc-at'on that ntaht
aLlect the validity of :ha data?

'Ic was assumed chic soma member of date household was literate and could read

and !ill ouc Choi questionnaire. There is no information available to confirm

or deny- this assumption.

7ho develoned the instrnment?

ORE staff,

7hac reltabtliny and vaIiditv data are available on ch.'s instrument?

None.

Ara :here morn data available for incertricing. the rasulhe

No, chera are noc.

E-2
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Parent Questionnaire

Purpose

The purpose of the Parent Questionnaire was to address the following
decision and evaluation questions.

Decision Question Dl: Should the Bilingual Preschool Program'
be adopted by the District as it is? .If not, what components
of,the Program should the District undertake?

Decie'ion Question D2: What, components of the Program should be
modified to accomplishthe objectives more fully?

Evaluation Question D1-9,-D2-12: Has the Program been
succesSful in involving parents in the education process
of their children?

Evaluation Question D2-13: How do LEP childrtn's parents
Interact with school personnel?

Evaluation Question D24-14: How was the recruiting effort ,

conducted during the second year of,the Program? By whom?

PrOcedures to Collect Data ,

The parent.questionnaire was developed by the staff of ORE. It consisted
of nine questions covering,thefollowing areas of Interest: recruiting,
parent-teacher conferences, parenting seminars,.the At-Home component,
parent perceptiohs of their child:_sprogress, and 'suggestions for. program
imprc7cmcnt. .0f thc ninc'quccticr.s, fivc cf.fixcd altcructivc'
format Ana three were openzended. The text of the questionnaire was
written in English and Spanish. Attachment E-1 is a copy of the instrument. '

The instrument was.reviewedoby Program staff for -larignage and context
appropriateness. Their recommenaations were implemented. Furthermore,
the instrument was pilbt-tested with same of the participating parents.
Telephone interviews were Conducted with six parents, three in Spanish
and three in-English. The parents interviewed,in Spanish were deliberately
selected from d'tudents.identified as Spanish MonOlinguals. Those inter-
viewed in 'English were deliberately selected fram the group of students
with Img English and Low Spanish. These groupings' were the,result of PAL
test scores and teacher's perceptions of language ability of their'students.
As a resut of the piloting procedure same changes were implemented. For'

example, in item #1 another alternative was added and in item #4 the ques-
tion.waS reworded.

E -3
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Each of the 108 participating students was given a questionnaire to
be taken home to his/her parents. To optimize the chances of obtain-
ing a large return, children were informed that the teacher would give
them a puzzle when they returned the completed questionnaire. It was

disteibuted during the,second week of May and by the end of the school
year 89 forms (82% of the total) were returned to ORE. Of the ques-
tiorinaires returned, 29 were answered in Spanish and 60 in English.

Findings of the parent questionnaire are provided below and are organized
around each area of interest identified in paragraph'one of:this section.

Findings

Recruitment

Eyery year the Project staff conducts a recruiftngoampaign. Its pbrpose

is to inform the community at large ofthe services offered'by the Title '

VII Bilingual Preschool Project, The parent questionnaire included an
item concerning how,the participating.parents found out about the Project.

The results are presented in Figure E-1.. Parents learned about the exist-

ence of .this Project through a variety of means. The mcist.frequent source

of information was from parents with children in the preschool last year
(34/97, 35%). ,However, there were other categories that were .important

,sources of information such as relatives (17/97, 17%), and school per-

sonnel (15/97,15%).

The project's staff designed a flyer which included information about the

Title VII Bilingual Preschool. This flyer was distributed to neighborhood

centers,and churches.

SOURCES OF INFORMATION N. uF ANSWERS

Tv on64 Raclin 7

Schooi personnel 15

Newspaper Ads
Relatives? 17

Parents with children 34

in the Programs last year
Children in the schools 11 11.34%

Do'not remember 2 2.06%

Other 11 11.34%'

% OF TOTAL ANSWERS

7.21%
15.46%

0

17.52%
. 35.05%

Tbtal

0:

97 99.98%

FIGURE E-1. INITIAL SOURCES OF INFORMATION TO PARTICIPATING FAMILIES
REGARDING THE TITLE VII PRESCHOOL PROGRAM.

E -4
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Parent-Teacher Conferences

The questionnaire included two items to document par)nt-teacher inter-

action. The cooperation between these two parties was a'goal of the ,

Project. Thus, parents were asked if they met with their child's teacher

The responses indicated that, of the 93 parents that answered the question
of whether or not they had met with the teacher, 83 (89%) attended a parent-
teacher conterenceand 10 (11%) reported not meeting with the teacher although
the opportunity was provided.

There were three alternatives presented as motives for the parent-teacher

conference. Figure E-2 below shows the number of answers received for

each alternative. These alternatives were not Munfally exclusive. There-

fore, parents could check more than one item. Results indicate that the.

most frequent motive for the conference was to find out how the child was

doing in school.

Motive for parent-teacher conferente. N. of'Answers %of Total Answers

To find out how child was doing in 80 74.76%

school
.1

To work as a volunteer in the school 18 16.82%

Other

Total

9 8.41%

107 100.00%

FIGURE E-2. FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PARENTS' MOTIVES FOR PARENT-TEACHER

CONFERENCE.

As can be observed in Figure E-2, nine parents marked the third alternative,

"other" and gave an open response. The,most ,frequent "other" motive for .

parent-teacher conferences was meeting with teachers to seek ways to help

due to the publicly announced request for termination of the Project by

the Office of Inspector General (OIG),

Parents were also asked to indicate their satisfaction (or dissatisfaction)

with parent-teacher conferences. Figure E-3 shows the frequenry distribution

of responses on this item. Results indicate that almost all of the parents .

were satisfied with the parent-teacher conferences.

E-5
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Parent's Opinions

It was:very informative

I received some.information
but not as much as I wanted

The meeting was not very informative

Total

N. of Answers % of Total Answers

80 90.76%

1.23%

0

81 99.99%

FIGURE E-3. FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PARENTS' OPINIONS ON THE PARENT-TEACHER

CONFERENCES.

PARENtING SEMINARS.

Another component of the Title VII Preschool Project consisted of Parenting

Seminars. These were meetings where parents were trained in ttichniques to -

teach their children at home utiliting household objects. The seminars were'

held at the Title VII Sites and all parents were invited to attend. Question

No. 4 ( see attachment E-1) was aimed at collecting information on the seminars.
The objective of the question was to document the parent's' perceived usefulness

of the seminars and to document whay they have learned. Parents were asked

whether ot not they had attended the seminars. Eighty-seven parents answered

the question; of these 51(59%) attended the seminars and 36 (41%) did not. There

were three additional items in this question. Figure E-4 shows the frequency

distribution of items, a) and b). The last item, c), called for a free response.

There were 23 answers. .In general, they refer to the following categories.:

parent-teacher cooperation, parent-child interaction for instruction,'and how

to utilize household objects to provide for instruction.

Items of Question No. 4 N. of Yes N. of No
Answers Answers

a) Did you learn anything new
that you did not know before? 38 887 5 12%

b) Did you have a chance to do
some of the things learnedP , 30 75% 10 25%

FIGURE E-4. FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF ANSWERS TO THE ITEMS a) AND b) FROM

QUESTION No. 4 OF THE PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE.
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AT-HOME ACTIVITIES.

At-Home Activities was another of the components of the Title VII Preschool

Projedt. The At-homeoprogram consisted in sending to each parent a set
of instructions for activities to be performed by the parent-child pair.
The purpose of the exercises was.to reinforce the material learned at school.
Each activity sent home corresponded to a unitAn the Project's core_.-
instructional material (BECP). In order to document this activity,-parents
were asked to express tkir opinion on the instructions. The questionnaire
gave three.alternativesS The majoiity of the parents who answered the
question. (82/86, 96%) found the instructions.to be easY to understand.
There were tow parents (2%) who thought that the exercises were difficult tn
understand, and.two other parents ( 2%) reported they never received the
instructions.

PARENTS' PERCEPTIONS OF CHILDREN'S ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT.

Parents were asked td identify what was.the most important thing.learned
by their children in.school during this year. The 84 responses received
are copied in Attachment E-3. We found that in general parents that
answered the Spanish version-of the questionnaire reported that the most
important thing learned by their children was English. Those who answered

the English version of the questionnaire gave a variety of responses. Among

theft were topics Of units learned such aLt colors, shapes, vocabulary and
concepts.. Also, parents mentioned:independence, child-child interaction,
dancing, singing, drawing, child-adult interaction, counting, following
instructions,,developing self-confidence, awareness of the world around
him,her, and listening as things learned during preschool by their children.

c

SUGGESTIONS FOR CHANGE AND IMPROVEMENT.

The questionnaire's last item was a call for parents' suggestions on how
to make the Title VII Project better. The issue was addressed by 12

parents.
t
The ideas, opinions, and suggestions.are listed below.

"Attempt to get feedback from parents as to how the At-Home Activities

are working out. I don't -ver rec11 b-4pg asked h-T.4 ny PhilA TAnc

doing with ihe At-Home Activities. This would give an idea to the

administrators of which activities were most successful."

"More equipment for the teachers."

"It would help if there were classes in which both parents and students
could work together in doing a lot of these act1viti,4sc"

"Have more programs of this kind available for other kidd, in cpher

schools."

"They could provide transportation for the children."

"I believe parents should be more involved in their child's school.

There should be monthly worlZshops developed to provide training to
pdrents I belleve this would help tremendously."

E -7
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"This was the first year I had a child in Pre-K, I was very impressed
with the activities and material theThad to learn With. As for my

impression, I feel my child had an excellent teacher., Therefore, I
don't know how it could be made better Other than by having fewer'
children to-a classroom."

"My suggestion is that more children be included and that the students'

parents cooperate with the teachers in the school."

"My suggestion is that the practice of having children that can speak
English and children tnat speak Spanish together be continued so that
the children can learn fram one another."

"That there be more television programs in Spanish."

E -8
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(EngItsh Vers-ion)

PARENT QUEST/OF3A/RE

The Austin Independent School District sands this questionnaire to allIsparents of the
children in Title VII preschool class: 'Please answer all the quoitions with your
ideas and opinions. When your child returns the answered questionnaire, the teacher
will give him/her a gat.

-

Parents to not need to write their names. This is an anonymous questionnaire.

1. Row did you find out about the Title VTI Program? (check all that correspond):

Tram T.V: and radio From newspaper ads . From parents with children
in the programlast year

Fram school personnel Fram my relatives Fram my children in
the school

I do not roma:ibex Othart

2. Have you met with the teacher this year? YES NO

If yes, what was-the main purpose of the conference (s):

To find out haw my child was doing in school

To work as a volunteer in the school

Other (specify):

3. Wbat is your opinion of the meeting with the teacher?

It was very informative. I received same inforMation but not as much as
I wanted. e .

Aghe meeting was not very infarmatidhi.

4. Did gou attend any af the parenting seainars7 (These are the meetings where par-
entstaet with Anita Coy and Marie Velasquez to discuss ways they can teach
heir 4 year old.)

Tes No, Ldid not have a chance to go this year.

If you a cnance/to attend. these meetings, please answer questions a, b, and c:

a) Did you learn anything new that you did nod_koow before? YES NO

b) Did you have .achance to do some of the things learned? YES NO

c) Could you give an exempla of something you learned:

5. Whide is you= opiniun vi the instzucciwe 27u.g. the AT-HCME activities. (These ard
the activities thatcparents rare asked co do at home with their children.)

They were very easy to diaerstand.

I did not receive any instructions.

They were very difficult to
understand.

-5. What is the most important thing that your child learned this Year?

:

7. Do you have any idcas ot suggesiions chat will help us make a better Program:

E-9 in



Attachmeni E-1
(Spanish Version) ,

CUESTIONARIO PARA PADRES

El Distrito Escolar de Austin les env-La/este cuestionario a todos los padres de alias en

el Programa Preescolar del Titulo VI/. Por favor conteste codas Las preguntas con sus

ideas y opinionas. Cuando sr niab rraiga el cuestionario contestado a la escuela, la

maestra le dar un regald.

Los padres no neceitan escribir sus nombres. Este es un cuestionario ahonimo.
-

L. Como se entercrUstZ del Programs Preescolar del Titulo VI/ (por favor marqua con

una pslomita todo lo qua corrasponda):

por la radio 7 T.V. .___por las noticias wo al diario 'por parientes y amigod

por misotros, niabs en la escuela por padres que ten?an :dabs en el program&
el ana pisado

por personal de 1.1 escuela No ms acuerdo .por otra forma (explique):

2. Tam oportunidad.de ir a juntas con la maestra este aao? S/ NO

--Si-tuvo juntas con La maestri, ui1 fue el proposito principal?:

para 'saber como le va n/ah en 1.1 escuela

para trabajar de voluntario(A) en la escuela.

otro (por favor, etcplique):

4. AsistaUsted a losseminarios para los padres? (Estas fueron las juntas,donde lOo
padres se reunioron con Anita Coy y Marie Velasquez para platicar sobre camo
anseRarle a los niaos de'4

si No, no cave chance de asiatir.

Si ravo oporrui.letari-de. ir a los Seminarios, contests a, b, y

a) Aprendidusted cosas nuevas que no sabl.a antes? .S/ NO

b) Tuvo una oportunidad de bacer alguna de las cosas que aprendid? SI NO

c) Nos podria dar un ejemplo de alguque aprendio:

4

5. a Quw la parecieron las instrucciones para las careas del hogar? (Estas son las caress

que reciben los padres para ensearles a los niabs en la casa.)

Son muy flciles de entender .,Son may difiCiles de encander

No recib laa instrusciones

S. CLJ. es la cosa mas importance que aprendid 'Su pi& en la escuela este aab?

7. C2iene Listed alguna idea o sugerencia que nos podr-Za dar para mejorar este Progrmna?

1
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Parent's Answers to question No. 4 Item Could you give an'example of

something you have learned on the parenting seminars?

Attachment E-72
(Page 1 of 2).

uT learned to set aside some time to teach my child Same things."

"checking'out books at the PreK's library so my child could learn more
the responsibility of taking care of things and in turn went to the
Public Library and got her own card."

0
I

"I learned the importance of spending time with my child and explaining
things in.English and Spanish." /

"I learned how to teach my child be na learned how to do things

with him."

"I learned how to work with him by using all sorts of materials that the
program provided for him with homeactivities."

,"I lenrfted to care for my.child mare."

-"I learned how to work with my children'better and holdlot to make it

hard on them."

"I.learned'how to turn lessons into games So ;haelioty child could enjoy

but still learn from the lesson.'"
. .

"It isn't necessary to buy expensive materials fOr the dren. Use

household items such as,grocery bags, small glasses etc:?'

"How to make my sem talk about his school experiences.")

"Let the child explain and dedcribe to me an obiect ('an orange, banana,

apple, etc.) as to the.color, shape, and texture ( rough or smooth)

, Instead'of my telling,him what it is. Make her use her mind."

"Reading tlo .my child of things or Objects -they Were studying aymut in school.".

"I learned that there were a lot of things in our.house that we,could

use.fdr the experiment without having to go out and ;buy them-: For

example: socks different sizes."
t

"Ways to use objedta to be symbols fo:7 shapes, size, length, etc.. for example ---

(sandwith= triangle) ."

"I learned how we ari important to our children aad di4ferent'ways o

help. them."

.
earned to bemore patient with my child and not correct .him every time

makes a mistake." .2
;7

"At first i yas pushing my child to learn to name thinpand do-things,
but never really pointing out as to hy we do these things."
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Attachment E-2
(Page 2 of 2)

"I learned how to explain to my child how she can play with different
games and put everything in order afterwards."

"I learned how to teach differences in sizes."

21 taught my child how to compare different objects (according to size,
color, shape). Also, to spend time reading to my child- making my child
aware-of her environment." \

"I learned what the children do in the classroam and their learning
through doing."

flI learned-that you can really teach a child with just everyday work

.at home example; chores, numbers, etc.'

"Primarily techniques for making my ch4d learn such as actually working with

;
household goods to teach about food groUps."

CM.

'Ct
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81.72
(Page 1 of 5)

Parent's answers to question No. 6: What is the most imPortant thing that
your child learned this year?

"My child learned to speak English and everything else the teacher taught.
,this year and also how to become friends with other children."

"Sounda,-how to recognize plants, and smells, and the parts of the body."

"My child learned many things:but the most important was English and being
9

able to expresa himself."

"The five

"My child
write his

vow4s."

learned to speak English, to recognize things, to dance and sing,
name, paint and play with other children."

"Among the most important things my child learned was to develop the method
of learning new things."

"My child learned more than I expected. She learned English and Spanish.

When I have'aiscussions with her, I am amazed at what she's learned."

"My child learned to speak Efiglish."

"My daughter learned to speak English."

"My child learned to'be better behaved:."

?

,"ky child learned some very Important things and also to share withIbis

fniends and to behave better than children who are not in school."

"My daughter learned to be independent and understands better."

son only spoke Spanish and he learned English in class. His terher

.uss very helpful.!' -

"I'learned.to help my child study at home inexpensively."

"My child learned to draw welL,"

"My child learned to recognize and pronounce the names of his superiors."

"He learned a variety of things, among them: the numb.rs and colors."

...Learned to write his nane, count, the difference between lArge and small,

geometry, and many other things."

...her name."

"Something important that my daughter learned (she didn't speak any English)
was words in English a A the things;they taught in the classroam."

"The important thing for me is that she is mord outgaing!and.ean communicate
better-and that she learned toapeak both Spanish and 'English."

E -13
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81.72 Attachment E-3
(Page Z of 5) .

...learned to speak English, have lots of friends, and so many other things

that are too numerous to list."

"English."

"So much that I wouldn't be able to explain it."

"English, and a little of everthing that 'was taught in school"."

"To communicate better, to be more responsible, to write, to color and

many other things."

"The child learned to pronounce words in English."

"First, language and then numbers and as a result it helped her social

deirelopment."

"My child learned a lot in this program. I believe everthing he learned is

important."

"Learning how to share, expressing herself more clearly."

"To get along with other children and follow instructions. Also, has

learned to speaka..lot tore Spanish."

"Ily child learned a tremendous amOunt of things that I never knew a child

her age could understand and remember."

"How a child should conduct oneself in a classroom."

"About numbers, animals, colors, objects, communicate, how to be responsible

for a lot more."

Write her name, say the ABC, and talk in Spanish."

"To have confidence in himself and other people."

"He learned how to colar and say a lot of things like in books the pictures,

I think he learned a lot this year'.'t

"She learned the alphabet and to count to 20."

"He felt very good about learning many words in Spanish and English."

"He has learned how to speak English and he has learned to communicate with

other children and he has learned not to be afraid of people."

"Numbers, plays with other Children, learned to write her name, sing same

songs. Please keep Title VII preschool for all children to learn more."

"My child learned to be among other children. He also learned how fun it can

be to learn about different things."
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"Wtiting."
,

"My child learned to talk correctly, express herself to
participate in school activities. She has also learned
alphabet, numbers,,rhymc words, colors, etc. She loves

and especially her.teacher."

"Learned to accept responsibility. She has learned to'speak both

languages clearly. Much more mature."

Attachment E-3
(Page 3 of

others and
to say her
going to school

"My child learned to get along with other children to be more open in

work and play and very excited to learn different language (Spanish)."

"She learned how
skills that wete

"To finish work.
finish."

to respect other children. She also learned alot of

not learned at home."

Once she starts something, independent to be able to

"She learned' to talk more and do'more things."

"He learned how to follow instructions, how to read and write, understand

things he didn't before. T think that everything he learned this year

was very important."

"My child learned to.express herself better (sentence structure, vocabulary)

also respect oehers' need, cooperation.

"How to count."

"My child learned her colors,'letters, numbers, her name much more of a

variety plus mostly she learned to .speak-Spanish and She did.very well

in the whole program."

"He learned to talk better. Followed rules."

"He learned many things this year but important I would say to count numbers,

to scribble his name, to get along with other children and loved everyday

he was there. "

"To be comfortable around other children; he gained much information about

nature and the world around him."

"Respect. He also learned how to share with other children. His English is

a lot better'now than before, plus he has learned a little Spanish. To

understand and know about the different seasons. Learned how to count."

"He learned how to speak English and Spanish much better."

"She learned a little of everything.
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(Page 4 of 5)

"His respect for others, speech, cooperate with other, responsibility,

bring things home and return them."

"He can cooperate with other kids his agR and he is able to follow

instructions."

"Really everthing. He seems to know a Fhoie lot."

"My child learned quite a lot of Spanish. He now speaks.Spanish quite

frequently and quite well. He also learned how to get along with

others."

"Names of different animals, names of the children in the classroam,

learned to sing which to me means a whole lot."

"The most important thing that my child learned this year was to listen to

and follow directions from her teacher'and to get along with other children

while learning and have fun at the same time."

"She learned almost everthing new that she ,didn't know before likg writing

her name, saying her ABC and numbers."

"The most important.thing my child learned this year was to get along with

other children,and-depend-on himself."

":ndependetice, largervocabulary, nutrition (not ilkinging to me as before

entering this class). A variety of learning experiences. Dancing and

Mexican culture.. Cooking. Getting along with everyone not just his friends."

"How to get along with the rest of the kids and to learn things that she

wouldn't learn at home."

"He learned good on adding and subtracting. He learned how o do house

chores and he loved the field and track"day,"

"She learned to speak up when she wants samething, and she's not shy anymore."

"My child learned a.Lat of things this year, but the most important thing was

that he understands the way to do things, names of colors, cammunicates,

shapes, how things grow. Also when I did that at-home activitY of

planting' the seed and watch it grow and explain to him how plants and people

are somehow,alike."

."Write, and make things, learned their ABC and learned how to share."

"How to get along with others, and take responsibility and learned things

he didn't know."

E -16
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"Primarily, how to relate to children his own age, the difference in

backgrounds, and how not to be so shy."

"To me everything he learned is important and here are some things he

learned; colors, shapes, weather, seeds, plants, numbers."

"Shapes of things (circles, squares, etc.) plus many other things I feel are

as important and like when she points out the word transparent and you

ask her what it means She will give you the right answer."

"Good manners."

"He learned the meaning of a lot of different things, clothes, words, animals,

foods plants, insects, and how to obey better, and understand why he has

to obey."

"My child learned how to talk,clearly. .Her sentences are well put.together.

She seeMs more aware and alert at things around her,"

"To get along With other kids.and to communicate with them."

"Some colors, numbers, some wOrds in English: her name."

"4Ie learned to write and understand words."

"Cammunication with others, discipline, a whole new way to environment

for the child."
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DOCUMENTATION FROM PROJECT,COORDINATOR'S OFFICE

Purpose

Documentation from the Project Coordinator'i Office was prcivided to

'"address the following decision and evaluation' question:

DecisiOn Question:. Should the Bilinguak PresChool Progi.am

be adopted by the District as it is? If not, what components

of the Program should the district undertake?

Evaluation Question D1-1: What is the nature of the
Program (general characteristics and unique features)?

Evaluation.Question D2-15: Wert.the planned quotas met

for all the Project'S sites? If not, why nOt?

'Evaluation Question Di-10 D217: What was the cost of
implementation during the second year of operation?

7 Evaluation Question D1-11, D1-18: What is the projected

cost of operation for the third year of the Program?

Evaluation Question D2-19: What is the Program's cost

per child?

The following records were provided by the Project Coordinator's

Office:

Complete roster of Program's participants,

List of topics, attendance records and persons in

charge of the discussion for parenting seminars,

. List of topics of teacher's inservice training,

. Budget information,

List of topics of discussion and attendance records for

the Parental Advisory Committee.and

Record of the At-Home 4ctivities

The information provided by these documents will be reported one by one.

F-2
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Complete Roster of Program's Participants .

The,records provided include a list of all students with entry and

withdrawal dates. ''Title VII Bilingual Preschool planned to serve 18

children per class. These children were Selected at randam from a

.pool of qualified applicants. There were 118 children who participated

in the Program at different times. There were 12 withdrawals which

were substituted with,children in the roster of substitutes established

during selection prodedures. Substitutions were not made after

March 1. Figure F-1 shows the.enrollment figures per month.

MONTH ENTRIES WITHDRAWAL REGISTERED

SEPTEMBER 108 1 107

OCTOBER 3 4 106 .

NOVEMBER 1 0 107

"DECEMBER 1 0 108

JANUARY 4 4 108

FEBRUARt 1 1 108

MARCH 0 1 107

APRIL 0 1 106

MAY 0 =.0 10.6

FIGURE F-1. ENROLLMENT FIGURES PER MONTH.

The planned quota of 15 LEP Children and three Non LEP was filled by

the first day of clas.sea. Four children withdrew in'October and
three substitutes were admitted into the program. The entry/withdrawal

flow was kept in balance until March, when another child withdrew..

After March 1st the children who withdrew were not replaced.

Parenting Seminars

Parenting Seminars were meetings where parents of the participating

children met with the curriculum coordinator, the community representa-

tive and occasionally guest speakers. During these sessions, ideas

of how to provide informal instruction at home with inexpensive materials

were taught and discussed. During the 1981-82 school year, four seminars

were pravided. The topics were the following:

The Title VII Bilingual Program.

Learning Can Be Fun

Volunteer Parents in the Classroom-

Orientation for Parents in the 1982-83 School Year
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The first meeting was the one that was attended by the largest number of,

parents; 61 parents atzended. The second seminar was attended by 51 parents.

The'seminar concerning volunteers attracted 59 parents. The foUrth seminar'

treported was an orientation for new parents. The-evening was divided into

four activities. The first one was'a general meeting-were parents were
informed of the Project in general and procedures for selecting children.

Afterwards parents were taken to a classrdom where one of the, teachers demons-

trated how the children were taught. During the third session parents

received suggestions from the curriculum coordinator on activities that would

Prepare the children to start preschool. Finally, during a workshop, parent.s

Were informed of the activities, parenting seminars and parental advisory

meetings as well as the At-alome Instruction that were planned for the year-

There were 63 signatures collected at the meeting.

List of Topics for the Teachers' Inservice Training.,

There were nine formal inservice training sessions'pravided for the

Project's teachers. The topics covered were the following:

New teachers workshop.

Three topics were discussed: science,.language arts,
and math, by guest speakers.

Reporting to parents and language of instruction.

Effective use of the Baingual Early Childhood Program
Curriculum.

Assessing pupil progress.

Utilization of the instructional aide.

Use of the camera.

Movement activities for the four year old

The inservice training sessions cavered the topics which wee identified as

needed by the teachers last year. In addition to this formal inservice

training there were other inservices where the teachers met with the

instructional coordinator on an individual basis.

All teachers felt the inservices were beneficial to them. The most

frequent reason this was true was that new/better ideas were'obtained.

F-4
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Roster of Attendance to the Parental'Advisory Council

The Parent/Community Advisor); Council (PAC) is'an organization of parents
that meets regularly throughout the schooryear to review, the progress
of Bilingual Education in the AISD. Its major goal is to keep informed
about the Bilingual Education Program an& to make recommendations and
suggestions that lead to an improved program. Meetings are held oncel

a month in the evenings. All parents are encouraged to participate since
topics are discusSed ,that are of special interest to them. During the
1981-82 school year, same of the Title VII parents were officers of this
association. Their'records.of a attendance reviewed indicate that there
were seven PAC meetings during the 1981-82 schooluyear and Title VII

parents constituted on the average 65% of the members present.
_ . .

Other Parental Involvement

An indication of further parental involvement in education'hy Title'VII
parents was provided by three principals of Title VII schools., They
reported in a personal communication that six of the Bilingual Preschool
parents were asked to serve on School Committees and one parent was
elected to serVa,as president of the school's Parent Teacher'Association.

0

At-Home Program

The 'At-Home Program consisted of activities to'facilitate the child's

learning through parent-child interaction. Every week parents received

a set of instructions and materials to implement an activity

reinforcing the unit being taught in class that week. 95.3% (82 of

86 questionnaires received) reported that the instructions were easy
.to follow, two said that they were difficult and twO others said they

never received the instrctions. Furthermore, to document at home
activities parents were instructed in an activity related to plants.
They were asked to sprout a seed and have their child bring it to'

school. The-seeds, potting soil and container were provided by the

project. Participation was high, 89.7% (961107) of the students brought-
.

the project back to class.

Budget Information

The AISD was awarded a $280,507 grant ta operate the Title VII Bilingual

Preschool Project by the federal government-,'during the 19S1-82'school
year. Total expenditures to June 30, 1982 amounted to $213,979.33.
The end of September, 1982 is the end of the fiscal year. Therefore,

expenditures re'ported to date are not the final figure.

The cost of the Project per child is not available yet since additional

expenses will accrue until the end of September,.. HoweVer, this cost will

have a value that will be between the following two figures: $2,597.28

,and $1,981.29. These figures represent the maximum cost pvssible, estimated
with the total appropriation for this year and the cost up to June 30.
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The AISD has applied for $302,351 to operate the Project during its thirs:d year

of operation:

F-6
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$71. 7 2 INSTRUMENT UESCRIPTION:

0

IOWA TEST OF BASIC SKILL S 1
3rief dascriotion of the instrument:

.The ITBS is a standardized multip -choice aCh2evement battery. Leve1.5'was given to

kindergarten students to measure sIkills in the areaa of listening (Spring only),

-language (Fall and-Spring), and mat (Spring only).. Levels 7 and 8 Were given to grades

1 and 2, respedtively, to meakure skills in the areas of,word analysis, vocabulary, .

redding comprehension, spelling, math concepts, math problems, and math Computation. 'ITBS,

levelsol-q14 were administered to grades 3-8 with'the test level for'students in grades

4-6 ch 'n on the bas:17 of their previous ach.LaveMent scores (with teacher review).

Level% 9-14 include subtests in all the areas mentioned for levels'7 and 8, except for

word analysis. In additiOn, levels 9-14 include subtests measuring capi4lization,

punctuation, usage, visual materials and.reference materials.

To whom vas the instrument administered?

All elementary and junior high students, giades K-8. Special education students.were

ezemptea ae pet,Board Policy 5127 and its supporting administratile regulation. Students

of limited Englisb proficiency (LEP) were not'exempt, bUt could be.excused after one test

on whiO they could not function validly. Scores for students who were monolingual or

dominintdn a language other than English were not included in the school or District
summaries.
law.nanv times was the instrument.administered?

Once toleach student 'in grades 1-8, twide to, students in kindergarten.

\-

.7hen was the instrument.administored?
,4

St4dents.in Ki dergkrten were teNked the week of. September 8-11. The elementary schools

adninisteredki test April 20, 21, and 22 to students in grades K-6. The dates for the

,junpr hitfadm4iintration wereSebruary 16, 17, and 18. Tests were administered in the

morning. iMake-u0 were adinistered the week after the regular tes4ng.

7here was t:ie Instrument ac4In4Yistered7

In each AIsp elementary and junior high s6hool, usually in the student's regular

classroam.

gho administered the'inettument?

Claisroom teachers in the'elefiegtary schools', In the junior high 4thools, the counselor

or principal admiaistered the fest over the public ay:Cress system nsing taped directions

provided by ORE. Teachers acted as"test monitors in their classroom.at these ichools. .

7hat training did -the adminiatratnrs have?
Building Test Coordinators participated in planning sessions prior to the testing.

.
Teacher Training was the responsibility Of the Building Test Coordinator. However,

teacher inservice training was available from ORE upon request. Teachers and counselors

received written instructiOns from ORE, including a checklist of procedures and a script

to follow in test administrition;
7as the instrument administered Under standardized conditions?

Yes.

7ere'there nroblems with the instrument or :he administration that nizht affect

the validicv of :he data?

No known problems with the instrument. Problems in the administration are documented

in the monitors' reports whia are available at ORE.

7ho develoved the instrument?

The University of Iowa,. The trIls is published by the Riverside Publishing Company

(Houghton Mifflin Company).

Mlat landvaidity data are available on :he instrument?

*

The reliability of the eubtests, as summarized by Kuder-Richardson Formula 20

coeificients, ranges from .50 to .98, across subtests and levels. The issues of content

and construct validity are addressed in the publisher's preliminary'technical summary.

Are there norm data available.for ittareretin the results?

Norm data are available in the Teacher's Guide. The Zencher's Guide provides empirical

aorms (grade equivalent, percentile, stanine) for the fall and spring. Interpolated

norms are available at midyear. National, large city, and school building norms ire

available.
-
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IOWA TFST OF BASIC. SKILLS

PURPOSE

Results ot the Iowa Test'of Basic Skills, were used to address the following

decision and evaluation questions:

Decision Question D-1: Should the Bilingual Preschool Project
be adopted by the District as'it is? If not, what components of

the Project should the District\undertake?

Decision Question D-2: What components of the Project should be

modified to accomplish the objectiVses of the Project more fully?

Evaluation Question D1-6: Is there a longaterm effect on
language and/or concept development?

PR&EDURES

r,

The Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) is administered to students in AISD as a

standard procedure. The ITBS examines three basic areat at the kindergarten

level: listening, language, and mathematics.

Procedures for .the administration of the ITBScfor the year 1982 can be found

in the final technical report for Systemwide Testing, publication number 81.24.

First year participants of the Title VII Bilingual Preschool Project (1981-82)

were selected from the systemwide file for a follow-up procedure. Only those

students who were classified as limited English proficient last year were
considered. From the original 90 LEP children, 75 were enrolled this year

in kindergarten in trb: AISD. Following standard District LEp identification
procedures these children were examined with the Primary Acquisition of

Language test (PAL) to determine proficiency. Some of.the former LEP

students were reclassified as English proficient. Included in the identifying

procedures are:

o completion of the Home Language Survey by
the parents and

o score on the PAL test.

The score that determines the student's classification is defined by the

TPIres Education Agency. Due to changes in the defining critetia for language

classification, it is difficult to determine which students became English

proficient.(Non7LEP) as a consequence of their participation on the Title

VII Preschool Project. However, from the 75 children registered in AISD's

kindergarten, 39 were classified as LEP and 36 were considered English

ftoficient during the 1981-82 school year.

The scores considered in this appendix correspond to the percentile scores

obtalned during the ITBS Spring testing period.
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FINDINGS

'Figure C-1 shows the average percentile scores for students who were
participants of the Title VII Bilingual Preschool Project during its.first
year of operation in 1980-81 abd who were enrolled in kindergarten in

tAISD during the 1981-82 school year.

ITBS CATEGORY Number of children Average Percentile Standard

Tested Score* Error

LISTENING 60 25.70 2.96

LANGUAGE 56 31.09 3.54

MATHEMATICS 57 26.77 3.01

* These scores correspond to the national norm.

FIGURE G71. AVERAGE ITBS PERCENTILE SCORES FOR TITLE. VII BILINGUAL PRESCHOOL

PROJECT PARTICIPANTS DURING THE FIRST YEAR (1980-81).

The frequency distribution of percentile scores for the categories tesced

by ITBS for first year participants of the Title VII Bilingual Preschool
Project (1980-81) are presented in figures G-2, G-3,-and G-4.
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%ile
SCORES

ADJ CUM
FREQ PCT PCT

%ILE
SCORES

ADJ CUM
FREQ PCT PCT

%ILE
SCORES

ADJ CUM
FREQ'PCT PCT

1. 4 6 6 14. 6 9 55 61. 5 7 93

2. 4 6 12 18. 1 1 57 71. 1 1 94

4. 6920 21. 2 3, 59 78. 2 3 97

6. 5 7 28 30. 7 10 70' .86. 1 1 99

8. 5 7 35 39. 2 _3 72 95. 1 1 100

10. 1 1 36 45. 3 4 77

11. 7 10 46 50. 6 9 86

MEAN' 25.696

MODE 11.000

KURTOSIS .023

MINIMUM , 1.000

C.V. PCT 95.605

VALID CASES 69

Figure G-2.

STD ERR
STD DEV
SKEWNESS
MAXIMUM
.95 C.I.

2.957
24.566
1.009

95.000
19.794

MISSING CASES 0

MEDIAN
VARIANCE
RANGE
SUM

13.917
503.509
94.000

1773.000
TO 31.597

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PERCENTILE SCORES IN THE LISTENING SUBTEST

OF THE ITBS FOR 1981-82 TITLE VII STUDENTS.
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%ile
SCORES

ADJ CUM
FREQ PCT PCT

%ile
SCORES

ADJ CUM
FREQ PCT PCT

%ile
SCORES

ADJ CUM
FREQ PCT PCT

,

1. 2 3 3 17, 5 8 52 69. 2 3 86
*2. 7 11 14 26. 5 8 59 81. 6 9 95
4. 5 8 21 31. 3 5 64 90. 1 2 97
6. 2 3 24 41. 1 2 65 91. 1 2 98
9. 6 9 33 44. 6 9 74 99. 1' 2 100

13. 7 11 44 57. 6 9 83

MISSIMG DATA

%ile
SCORES FREQ

-0 3

MEAN 31.091 STD ERR 3.535 MEDIAN 17.300

MODE 2.000 STD DEV 28.722 VARIANCE 824.945

KURTOSIS -.591 SKEWNESS .822 RANGE 98.000

MINIMUM 1.000 MAXIMUM 99.000 SUM 2052.000

C.V. PCT 92.380 .95 C.I. 24.030 TO 38.152

VALID CASES 66 MISSING CASES 3

FIGURE G-3. FReQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PERCOTILE SCORES IN THE LANGUAGE
. SUBTEST OF THE ITBS FOR 1981-82 TITLE VII STUDENTS.
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%ile
SCORES

ADJ CUM
FREQ PCT PCT

%ile
SCORES

ADJ CUM
FREQ PCT PCT

%ile
SCORES

ADJ CUM
FREQ PCT PCT

2. 3 5 5 20. 9 14 59 51. 1 2 82

3. 7 11 15 25. 5 8 67 59. 2 3 85

5. 6 9 24 30. 4 6 73 67. 4 6 91

8. 5 8 32 39. 3 5 77 70. 1 2 92

12. 3 5 36 47. 1 2 79 74. 1 2 94

15. 6 9 45 50. 1 2 80 81. 4 6 100

MISSING DATA

%ile
SCORES FREQ

-0 3

MEAN 26.773 STD ERR 3.006 MEDIAN 19.833

MODE 20.000 STD DEV 24.418 VARIANCE 596.240

KURTOSIS -.193 SKEWNESS 1.019 RANGE 79.000

MINIMUM 2.000 MAXIMUM 81.000 SUM 1767.000

C.V. PCT 91.205 .95 C.I. 20.770 TO 32.775

VALID CASES 66 MISSING CASES 3

FIGURE G-4. FREQUENCY'DISTRIBUTION OF PERCENTILE SCORES IN THE MATHEMATICS

SUBTEST OF THE ITBS FOR 1981-82 TITLE VII STUDENTS.
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.or analfsis purposes, the participants of the first year-of the Title VII

Bilingual Preschool Project were compared to a group of Hispanic' LEP students

'enrolled in the six Title VII Preschool Project's sites. .A t-test statis- 4

-tical procedure was used to compare the means attained on the ITBS. The

-results of the tests indicate that Title VII participants attained a greater .

percentile average in the three categories tested. These differences were

significant for two of the subtests, listening and language, and not

significantly different for the mathematics subtest. Figure G-5 presents

the results of the tests.

CATEGORY:

GROUPS

LISTENING

N MEANS SD t-value SIGNIFICANCE

TITLE VII 69 25.69 24.56
2.10 p<0.05

OTHER LEPS 60 17.66 2.41

CATEGORY: LANGUAGE

TITLE VII 66 31.09 28.72
3.29 p<0.05

OTHER LEPS 56 16.82

CATEGORY: MATHEMATICS

TITLE VII 66 26.77 24.41
1.34 Not significant

OTHER LEPS 57 21.17 21.91

FIGURE G-5. RESULTS OF T-TESTS COMPARING TITLE VII TO OTHER LEP

KINDERGARTENERS.

The percentile average of the Title VII group is lower than the District's

for all kindergarteners. A t-test vas conch.cted to compare the means and

determine if differences were significant. The results indicated that

the averages in all areas tested are significantly different than those

attained by the District. Figure G-6 shows the relevant information

for the statistical procedure.
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CATEGORY: LISTENING

GROUPS N MEANS SD t-value SIGNIFICANCE

TITLE VII 69 25.69 f4.56
3.45

-

p<0.05

DISTRICT 3471 48.00

CATEGORY: LANGUAGE

TITLE VII 66 31.09 28.72
5.31

.DISTRICT 3471 50.00

CATEGORY: MATHEMATICS

TITLE VII 66 26.77 24.56
7.02 p<0.05

DISTRICT 3461 48.00

FIGURE G-6: COMPARISON OF PERCENTILE MEANS'BETWEEN TITLE VII PARTICIPANTS

IN FIRST YEAR OF PROJECT.AND DISTRICTWIDE KINDERGARTENERS.

Conclusion: The follow-up study showed that Title VII students had a

higher average than other LEP students atEending the Title VII schools.

However, the percentile averages of the target population were signifi-

cantly lower than those of the'District's kindergarteners. These findings

were similar to the results obtained with the PPVT-R administered to

Title VIIkindergarteners. Language development has ocCurred but there

is a need for further improvement.

G-9 11 5


